.
§-

) N

City of Long Beach

Analysis of Impediments
To
Fair Housing Choice

—

t%}j\
CITY OF >
LG BEACH. — —

Neighborhood

SERVICES



Analysis of Impediments
to Fair Housing Choice
For

The City of Long Beach

Prepared By:

The Fair Housing Foundation
&

The Institute for Urban Research and Development

AUGUST 2003




Acknowledgments

This report was prepared through a collaborative effort between the Fair Housing

Foundation and The Institute for Urban Research and Development. Key contributors
included:

Project Staff:

Barbara Shull, Executive Director
Karen Drum, Director of Investigations

Fair Housing Foundation
200 Pine Avenue, #240
Long Beach, CA 90802

Principal Consultants:

Joseph Colletti, Ph.D., Executive Director
Don Smith, Project Manager
Sandra Romero Plasencia, Community Outreach
Rebecca Lee Graf, Research Assistance

The Institute for Urban Research and Development
416 E. Broadway, Suite 109
Glendale, CA 91205



Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice

in the
City of Long Beach

Table of Contents

Introduction and Executive Summary
A. Purpose of Analysis
B. Methodology
C. Public Consultation and Community Input
D

. Key Findings and Recommendations

Jurisdictional Background Data
A. Demographic Trends
B. Income Level

C. Housing Profile

Evaluation of Current Fair Housing Profile

A. Fair Housing Charges, Suits or Findings Filed
Against the City of Long Beach

B. Summary of Housing Discrimination Complaints
Filed with the Fair Housing Foundation

C. Review of General Housing Concerns Reported
to the Fair Housing Foundation
Identification of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice

A. The Housing Discrimination Study of 1989:
Differential Treatment in Rental and Sales Markets

Random Audits of Housing Vacancies in Long Beach
Provision of Housing Brokerage Services in Long Beach

Access to Housing Market Credit — Background

moow

Provision of Financing for Residential Dwellings
in Long Beach

n

Analysis of Land Use Practices and Zoning Policies
G. Accessibility of Housing to People with Disabilities

H. Fair Housing and Lead Based Paint

11
14

21
26
29

40
40

40

44

55
55

81
93
97



I.  Public Housing and Housing Assistance

V. Fair Housing Plan for the City of Long Beach
A. Fair Housing Services
B. Efforts to Identify and Eliminate Impediments to
Fair Housing Choice
C. Summary of Impediments and Accomplishments

Appendix A

Table 1: Long Beach 2000 HMDA Mortgage
Applications by Census Tract
Table 2: Long Beach 2000 HMDA Mortgage
Originations by Census Tract
Table 3: Long Beach 2000 HMDA Mortgage
Denials by Census Tract
Table 4: Long Beach Community Development Block Group Area

Data Analysis of Lead Based Paint by Census Tract

Appendix B — Public Consultation and Community Input

106

116

117

122

128

129

142



I. Introduction and Executive Summary

A. Purpose of Analysis

Provisions to affirmatively further fair housing (AFFH) are principal and long-standing
components of the housing and community development programs administered by The
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). HUD requires all local
entittement jurisdictions receiving grant funding through Community Planning and
Development (CPD) programs to engage in fair housing planning and certify that it will
take “actions to affirmatively further fair housing.” These programs include 1)
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG); 2) Home Investment Partnership
(HOME); 3) Emergency Shelter Grant (ESG); and 4) Housing Opportunities for Persons
with AIDS (HOPWA). HUD defines this obligation as requiring grantee jurisdictions, at a
minimum, to certify that it “will engage in fair housing planning” by:

(1) conducting at the beginning of each five-year cycle an analysis to identify

impediments to fair housing choice within the jurisdiction;

(2) taking appropriate actions to overcome the effects of any impediments identified

through the analysis;

(3) maintaining records and making available information and reports, including the

analysis of impediments, (and) to document actions undertaken to eliminate
identified impediments.

HUD’s housing and community development program regulations, handbooks, and
notices interpret the statutory requirements in specific standards that entitlement
jurisdictions must meet or actions they must take. HUD has interpreted the definition of
"affirmatively furthering fair housing" for local jurisdictions to include assurances that:

a)

b)

d)

. .. [racial or ethnic minorities, disabled persons, families with children under 18
years of age and pregnant individuals] receive at least a fair share in proportion
to their need of housing resources under the control or allocated by that
jurisdiction, and any additional share necessary to remedy any past
disproportionate allocation;

Neighborhoods with a preponderance of persons from racial or ethnic minorities
receive at least a fair share in proportion to their need of resources under the
control of or allocated by that jurisdiction used for housing-related services, and
any additional share necessary to remedy any past disproportionate allocation;

Impediments to integration will be eliminated and the jurisdiction will take steps to
promote mobility and integration;

There is an effective mechanism for enforcement of fair housing laws within the
applicant jurisdiction and mechanisms in effect within the governing body of the



jurisdiction to ensure that no subdivision or subpart of the governing body is
engaging in discrimination against members of a protected class;

e) Barriers to use resources by person in protected classes will be eliminated;

f) The jurisdiction completes and fully implements an acceptable Fair Housing Plan
according to the provisions of this part.

As a result, HUD requires all jurisdictions that receive CPD funds to complete an
“Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (Al).” Pursuant to Title 24 Code of
Federal Regulations (CFR) 570.904 (c), entitlement jurisdictions are required to conduct
“ [an] analysis to determine the impediments to fair housing choice for its housing
and community development programs and activities.”

HUD defines “impediments to fair housing choice” as "any actions, omissions, or
decisions made on the basis of race, color, religion, sex, handicap (disability), familial
status or national origin that restricts housing choice or the availability of housing
choices of people in these protected classes.” In addition to the HUD protected classes,
the state of California expands protected coverage to include marital status, ancestry,
sexual orientation or arbitrary characteristics, such as age or sources of income.

According to HUD, the Al should involve:

1. a comprehensive review of the entitlement jurisdiction's laws, regulations, and
administrative policies, procedures, and practices;

2. an assessment of how those laws, etc. affect the location, availability, and
accessibility of housing;

3. an assessment of conditions, both public and private, affecting fair housing choice
for all protected classes;

4. an assessment of the availability of affordable, accessible housing in a range of unit
sizes;

5. any actions, omissions, or decisions taken because of race, color, religion, sex,
disability, familial status, or national origin which restrict housing choices or the
availability of housing choices;

6. any actions, omissions, or decisions which have the effect of restricting housing
choices or the availability of housing choices on the basis of race, color, religion,
sex, disability, familial status, or national origin.

HUD also cites three primary purposes of the Al. The Al:

1. serves as the substantive, logical basis for fair Housing Planning;



2. provides essential and detailed information to policy makers, administrative staff,
housing providers, lenders, and fair housing advocates;

3. assists in building public support for fair housing efforts both within a State or
Entitlement jurisdiction's boundaries and beyond.

In compliance with the aforementioned requirements, the City of Long Beach contracted
with the Fair Housing Foundation (FHF) to perform its analysis of impediments to fair
housing choice in 2001. Founded in 1964, the Fair Housing Foundation is a private non-
profit, non-partisan educational agency dedicated to promoting the enforcement of fair
housing laws and encouraging an atmosphere of open housing through education,
enforcement activities, counseling services and outreach programs.

The Fair Housing Foundation has contracted with the Institute for Urban Research and
Development (IURD) to collaborate on the development of this Al study for the City of
Long Beach. IURD is a community-based research organization that has completed Al
studies for cities throughout Los Angeles County. The findings in this report are based
upon several sources of data and related reports that were analyzed by IURD.
Together, the two agencies compiled recommendations for all of the primary findings
(see section C. Key Findings and Recommendations) for review and ratification by City
staff. The Key Findings and Recommendations have been incorporated into a Fair
Housing Plan for the City of Long Beach (see section V. Fair Housing Plan).



B. Methodology

The report that follows is the result of a comprehensive review of policies, procedures,
and practices within the City of Long Beach that affect the location, availability, and
accessibility of housing and current residential conditions related to fair housing choice.
The study is based in large part on the “suggested” components contained within the
Fair Housing Planning Guide, Volume | developed by The Department of Housing and
Urban (HUD). Specifically, in preparing the Al study HUD encourages the use of:

1) sources of relevant demographic information and data;

2) sources of authoritative studies of housing discrimination, lending, and other fair
housing issues;

3) methods for obtaining diverse citizen participation in the development,
implementation, and evaluation of fair housing planning; and

4) corrective actions and solutions.

Accordingly, the report is primarily based on the following sources of information:

Housing Complaint Data — on discrimination issues and general housing concerns,
available through the Fair Housing Foundation, was reviewed and analyzed for general
trends and fair housing concerns.

City of Long Beach Consolidated Plan: 2000-2005 - was obtained from the City of
Long Beach for analysis.

City of Long Beach General Plan Housing Element - was obtained from the City of
Long Beach for analysis.

The City of Long Beach Zoning Code (Title 21) - was analyzed for exclusionary and
discriminatory land use practices.

Federal Financial Institutions Examination Council Census Reports - provided
median family income, persons living in poverty, and income level by census tract.

Focus Group Session with Community Representatives in Long Beach - was
conducted with residents and community service providers, including housing
consumers and providers.

Focus Group Session with Housing Brokerage Service Professionals in Long
Beach - was conducted with real estate and property management professionals doing
business in Long Beach.

Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) data - was provided by GeoDataVision
(Wallingford, CT). Home Mortgage Disclosure Act provides information about loan
applicants and loan refusal rates. This data made it possible to analyze lending patterns
by census tracts.



Housing Discrimination Study (HDS) data - available through HUD provided
information concerning discrimination in rental and sales of housing in Los Angeles
County.

Random Audits of Rental Vacancies — Targeted random audits of rental vacancies
conducted in the Spring of 2001 along with random audits conducted annually by the
Fair Housing Foundation were analyzed for this study.

Access to Housing Credit: General Background Information — Prepared in 1996 by
Gary Dymski, Ph.D., Department of Economics, University of California at Riverside.

1990 U.S. Census Data - was analyzed for local jurisdiction background information
concerning age, ethnicity, gender, households (including occupancy, relationship,
tenure, and type) and total population.

2000 U.S. Census Data - was analyzed for local jurisdiction background information

concerning age, ethnicity, gender, households (including occupancy, relationship,
tenure, and type) and total population.
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C. Summary of Public Consultation and Community Input

As a component of the Consolidated Plan, citizen participation is a required element of
the Analysis of Impediments study. However, in that many jurisdictions complete the Al
study separate and apart from the Consolidated Plan, HUD does not expect jurisdictions
to follow the same strict citizen participation requirements with the Al study.

However, HUD does expect jurisdictions to develop an Al that involves and addresses
concerns of the entire community. In so doing, the Al structure should provide for “clear
and continuous exchange of concerns, ideas, analysis and evaluation of results.”
Community officials should ensure, through focus groups, an advisory commission,
town meetings or other effective means, that regular contact and working arrangements
are created and maintained with: fair housing organizations, other governments,
advocacy groups, housing providers, financial institutions, educational institutions, other
organizations and the general public.

Once the Al is completed, HUD encourages jurisdictions to communicate conclusions
and recommendation to top policy makers, key Government staff, community
organizations, and the general public. HUD suggests that jurisdictions should:

e Provide a copy to organizations and individuals participating in the Al process
and other organizations focusing on housing issues;

e Advise the general public by holding meetings or other public forums in
accessible meeting facilities with sign language interpreters and other
accommodations made available;

e Provide a means other than public forums for other citizen participation (e.g.
written comment, comment via the electronic media) regarding the
conclusions and recommended actions resulting from the Al;

e Publicize key aspects of the Al;

e Utilize alternative formats (e.g. Braille, large type, tapes or readers) for
persons with visual impairments;

e Have sufficient copies on hand to distribute to the public, upon request;

e Brief key officials and staff in the Government as well as community
organizations that express an interest.

Obtaining strong and broad-based support for the ensuing fair housing actions is critical
to the long-term success of the jurisdictions efforts to affirmatively further fair housing.

The City of Long Beach and its consultants preparing this Analysis of Impediments
study utilized a number of avenues for incorporating public consultations and
community input into this study. The process included:

Community Focus Groups/Public Consultations

The Community Development Advisory Commission
Public Distribution of Al Study Results

Written Public Comments

PwpnpPE
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1. Community Focus Groups/Public Consultations

In order to provide for substantive community input into the Al study as it was being
prepared, six focus group sessions were scheduled — three with representatives of
neighborhood groups and community-based organizations, two with the general public
at-large and one with representatives of housing providers. An aggressive effort was
made to include a broad representation of community participants in the process. This
effort included:

e Letters were sent to over sixty city leaders and representatives of
neighborhood groups and community-based organizations seeking
participation in the community focus group sessions.

e Public notices were posted in local publications and distributed citywide
announcing the sessions scheduled for the general public.

e Letters for the housing providers session were distributed through local realtor
associations and apartment owners and managers groups.

e Special meetings were scheduled with key informants to ensure their
participation in the process.

A list of the individuals and organizations invited to participate is attached to this
document as part of Appendix B. Unfortunately, there was very limited response to the
solicitations for participation from community representatives, city officials and the
general public. While the information provided by those that did participate in the
community focus groups was very informative, the participation was not reflective of the
very diverse communities of interest in the City of Long Beach. Thus, a separate section
on the community focus group sessions was not included in the final version of this
study. However, information provided at the sessions held was incorporated into the
overall review of the issues and concerns discussed in this study. Information gathered
from a meeting with Dennis Rockway of the Legal Aid Foundation of Los Angeles, Long
Beach office, was also incorporated into the study. Information gathered from the focus
group with housing professionals is included as a section within the study (Section IV.D.
Provision of Housing Brokerage Services.)

2. Community Development Advisory Commission

The City of Long Beach Community Development Advisory Commission, a 15-member
volunteer commission representing various community interests, provides oversight on
HUD Consolidated Plan programs. The Al consultants attended a regularly scheduled
meeting of the commission held on February 21%, 2001, to introduce the Al process to
commissioners and seek their input in the development of the study. Commissioners
were presented with an outline of the scope of work for the study and a list of the
organizations and individuals to be invited to participate in the community focus groups.

A draft of the Al was presented to commission members at its regularly scheduled

meeting on August 15", 2001. Commissioners were provided an oral presentation on
the key findings and recommendations contained in the study. Commissioners were

12



encouraged to review the document over the next 30 days and provide comments
before voting on adopting the documents at their September 19" meeting.

At its regularly scheduled meeting held on September 19", 2001, the Community
Development Advisory Commission held a discussion on the draft of the Al study.
Following a question and answer period with the consultants, the commission opened
the floor for public comments on the Al study. Written comments were received from
three community representatives which have been attached in their entirety to this
study. Following public comments, Commission members voted to adopt the Analysis of
Impediments study on behalf of the City of Long Beach.

3. Public Distribution of Al Study Results

As noted above, the Al study was first presented for public review at a meeting of the
Community Development Advisory Commission held on August 15", 2001. The draft
document was also mailed to key individuals seeking their comment and input on the
study results.

The final draft of the Al study will be distributed to the following individuals and
organizations for review and use when developing housing policy or in the development
or rehabilitation of housing:

Mayor Beverly O'Neill

Members of the City Council

City Manager Henry Toboada

All City of Long Beach Department Directors

The Long Beach Redevelopment Agency

The Long Beach Housing Development Company

The Legal Aid Foundation of Los Angeles — Long Beach Office
The Long Beach Planning Commission

The Long Beach Housing Authority

The Long Beach Community Development Advisory Commission

Copies of the Al study can be obtained from the City of Long Beach Department of
Community Development Department Neighborhood Services Bureau upon request and
will be available for public review at the Long Beach Main Library and all branch
libraries and the Neighborhood Resource Center. A copy will also be posted on the City
of Long Beach website.

4 Written Public Comments

Written comments on the Al study were presented to the Community Development
Advisory Commission at its regularly scheduled meeting held September 19", 2001.
Some revisions were made to this document based on the written comments. All written
comments received are attached in their entirety to this document as Appendix B.
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D. Key Findings and Recommendations

It is important to note that carrying out this analysis alone is not considered to constitute
compliance with requires to certify that a jurisdiction is affirmatively furthering fair
housing in and of itself. Actions must be undertaken to address the impediments
identified through this study. The following key findings and recommendations are
presented in order to help the City of Long Beach continue its efforts to reduce and
eliminate barriers to fair housing choice.

Concerning Jurisdictional Profile

Key Finding 1: While Whites make up 33.1% of the total population of the City, there is
a significant segregation pattern in the eastern part of the city where 17 census tracts
contain a White population of 75% or more of the total population of each census tract.

Recommendation 1: The City of Long Beach and the Fair Housing Foundation should
conduct an investigation in the eastern part of the city to determine whether such
segregation is based upon discriminatory housing practices. Recommendations for
conducting a thorough investigation are outlined in Section V. Fair Housing Plan.

Summary: Citywide population numbers show Long Beach to have a very diverse
population in terms of race and ethnicity. No one racial or ethnic group makes up a
majority of the City’s population. Latinos and Whites represent about one-third of the
population each (35.8% and 33.1% respectively) while African Americans and Asian
Americans each represent more than one of every eight residents (14.5% and 13.1%
respectively). Despite the Citywide diversity, there is a clear pattern of segregation
among Whites living in the City. Over two-thirds of the White population in Long Beach
(68%) live in census tracts where Whites make up more than fifty percent of the
residents. Thirty of the thirty-six census tracts where this is the case lie within the
eastern part of the city and seventeen of those have White populations of more than
75%. There are a wide range of possible reasons for why this pattern of segregation
exists including economics and historical housing trends in the area. We suggest the
City take a closer look at this issue to ensure that equal housing opportunities are
available for all populations in the eastern part of the city.

Concerning Evaluation of Current Fair Housing Profile

Key Finding 1: Based on client data collected by the Fair Housing Foundation,
Black/African American households face a disproportionate number of fair housing
issues in the City of Long Beach. Black/African American households, which represent
14.5% of the city's total population, represented 36.7% of the clients reporting housing
complaints or concerns and filed 45% of the housing discrimination complaints over the
last five years.

Recommendation 1: The City of Long Beach and the Fair Housing Foundation should
conduct a citywide investigation into potential discriminatory housing practices
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specifically faced by African Americans. Recommendations for conducting an
investigation are outlined in Section V. Fair Housing Plan.

Summary: More than one out of every three clients (36.7%) seeking assistance from
the Fair Housing Foundation is African American. This stands in stark contrast to the
fact that African Americans represent less than one of every six (14.5%) Long Beach
resident. Almost half (45.1%) of the clients filing complaints alleging housing
discrimination in Long Beach during the last five years have been African American.
More than half (50.7%) of the discrimination allegations presented by African Americans
were on the basis of race and they represented almost two-thirds of all clients alleging
racial discrimination. African Americans also represented more than two of every five
clients (43.3%) facing eviction issues in Long Beach, more than one-third of every client
(37%) with habitability issues and almost half of every client citing a refusal to rent
(49.2%) as their chief complaint. Such an overwhelmingly disproportionate percentage
of complaints by one ethnic population in the community present some serious
concerns about community-wide housing practices toward that population. We suggest
that the City conduct a closer examination into whether African Americans are
systematically receiving differential treatment in the Long Beach housing market.

Key Finding 2: Based on client data collected by the Fair Housing Foundation, Female-
headed Households face a disproportionate number of housing issues in the City of
Long Beach. Female-headed Households represent 16.1% of the city's total population
and 48.6% of households reporting housing concerns or complaints.

Recommendation 2: The City should conduct a special review of the housing concerns
or complaints specifically faced by female-headed households and develop remedies to
address the problems. Specific recommendations for conducting such a review are
outlined in Section V. Fair Housing Plan.

Summary: Less than one out of every six households (16.1%) in Long Beach is headed
by a female and only one in ten (10.6%) is headed by a single female with children. Yet,
almost half (48.6%) of the individuals reporting housing complaints and concerns to the
Fair Housing Foundation are from female-headed households. The percentage of clients
from female-headed households represents more than three times the percentage of
female-headed households in the community. Single females with children represented
more than half of the clients (53.9%) alleging discrimination on the basis of familial
status more than five times their representation within the community. Female-headed
households also represented more than half of all clients alleging discrimination on the
basis of race (51.3%) and more than two-thirds based on harassment (68.75%), most
often sexual harassment. More than half of the clients with habitability issues (52.8%)
and almost half with eviction concerns (47.6%) were from female-headed households.
Almost half of the clients with harassment concerns (49.4%) and an alarming majority of
illegal entry complaints (59%) were from female-headed households presenting a very
real safety concern for the community to examine. Almost nine out of ten (87.4%) of the
female-headed households reporting housing concerns were from low or very low-
income households. The grossly disproportionate number of female-headed
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households, particularly single females with children facing obstacles in the housing
market is an alarming trend that warrants special attention in our communities. This is a
phenomenon that requires much more in-depth study to determine the nature and
extent of the concerns faced by female-headed households and how they can be
addressed.

Key Finding 3: Based on client data collected by the Fair Housing Foundation, Asian
and Hispanic/Latino households are underrepresented among those reporting housing
concerns or complaints. Asians represent 13.1% of the city's total population and only
1.9% of households reporting housing concerns or complaints and Hispanics/Latinos
represent 35.8% of the city's total population and 23.8% of households reporting
housing concerns or complaints

Recommendation 3: The City of Long Beach and the Fair Housing Foundation should
conduct an expanded effort to promote tenant rights and fair housing laws to Asian and
Hispanic/Latino households in English, Spanish and appropriate Asian languages.

Summary: Less than one of every four (23.8%) people seeking assistance with housing
concerns from the Fair Housing Foundation are Latino despite the fact that they represent
more than one-third (35.8%) of the City’s residents. Only one in six clients filing
discrimination complainants were Latino (15.4%). Asian American residents of Long
Beach are significantly underrepresented amongst those seeking housing assistance (2%
clients compared to 13.1% residents). While these numbers could suggest that these
populations are not experiencing a high rate of housing concerns and issues in Long
Beach, they could also suggest that when individuals within these populations do
experience differential treatment or have other problems in the housing market it is not
being reported. We suggest an expanded education and outreach effort be conducted
targeting the Latino and Asian communities of Long Beach to promote greater
consumer awareness of their rights under fair housing and California tenant laws.

Concerning ldentification of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice

Random Audits of Housing Vacancies:

Key Finding 1: Based on random audits of rental housing conducted over the last five
years, African Americans face significant obstacles to fair housing choice in the City of
Long Beach.

Recommendation 1: The City of Long Beach and the Fair Housing Foundation should
conduct a citywide investigation into potential discriminatory housing practices faced by
African Americans. Recommendations for conducting an investigation are outlined in
Section V. Fair Housing Plan.

Summary: The results of the random audits of rental vacancies conducted by the Fair

Housing Foundation over the last five years suggest that African-Americans consistently
face barriers to fair housing choice when seeking housing opportunities in the City of
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Long Beach. Barriers faced by African American testers during the audits included
misrepresentation of apartment availability, higher rents quoted, discouraging
comments offered or actions made by rental agents, and steering to other apartments
located elsewhere. Combined with discrimination complaint information filed with the
Fair Housing Foundation, there is a clear pattern of differential treatment experienced
by African Americans in Long Beach. As stated above, we suggest that the City conduct
a closer examination into whether African Americans are systematically receiving
differential treatment in the Long Beach housing market.

Key Finding 2: Based on scouting for rental vacancies and audits of rental housing, a
significant number of rental vacancies are advertised only in Spanish or Khmer creating
a barrier to fair housing choice for households that do not speak these languages.

Recommendation 2: The City of Long Beach and the Fair Housing Foundation should
conduct a targeted citywide education campaign and intensify efforts to provide training
and counseling to educate property owners and managers about potential housing
discrimination and their obligations under Fair Housing Laws. Such training should
emphasize the need to advertise and communicate to consumers in English as well as
other language(s) spoken in the community.

Summary: Vacancy scouting efforts as well as complaints from consumers have
identified numerous rental properties in the community with vacancy signs in Spanish or
Khmer only. Scouting for vacancies through print media advertisements has revealed
vacancy listings in non-English publications that are not advertised in English
publications. In addition to vacancy advertising, English speaking testers have run into
language barriers during audits that included property managers that did not speak
English, did not respond to inquiries made in English and property information available
only in languages other than English. Advertising vacancies and/or conducting housing
business in a single language other than English presents a clear impediment to
housing opportunities to the majority of potential consumers who do not speak that
language. Rather than initiating enforcement actions against housing providers
conducting business this way, we recommend that a targeted education and outreach
effort be conducted first in order to ensure that housing providers in the community are
aware of their obligations under fair housing laws.

Provision of Financing for Residential Dwellings:

Key Finding 1. An examination of year 2000 HMDA data show a noticeable gap
citywide in home loan origination and denial rates between white applicants and
minority applicants favoring white applicants.

Recommendation 1: The City of Long Beach should conduct a detailed examination
and analysis of home mortgage lending patterns and practices in the residential credit
market to determine if there is a pattern and practice of discriminatory lending and/or
redlining taking place in the City.
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Recommendation 2: The City of Long Beach should initiate expanded dialogues with
representatives of lending institutions participating in the residential credit market in the
City to determine what can be done to increase lender performance in awarding credit
to African American and Hispanic/Latino households.

Summary: There were a total of 19,272 home loan applications in the City of Long
Beach during the year 2000. Almost four out of every ten (39.3%) loan applicants were
white, while more than one in three (35%) were minority. Hispanic/Latinos represented
only one in every six loan applicants (16.6%) well below their representation within the
city (35.8%). Black/African American and Asian/Pacific Islander applicants represented
less than one of every ten applicants (9.2% and 7.1% respectively), both more than five
percent below their representation within the City (14.5% and 13.1%) respectively.
Examining these numbers by percentage of applications within each racial/ethnic group,
there are noticeable gaps between origination and denial rates for white applicants and
minority applicants in Long Beach. There is a significant difference (12.2%) in the loan
origination rate for white applicants (63.5%) and that for minority applicants (51.3%).
The difference in denial rates is also significant (7.9%) between white (15.8%) and
minority applicants (23.7%). The gap in origination rates is widest for African American
applicants who had an origination rate of less than half the loan applicants (47.1%). Half
of the loan applications made by Latino applicants (50.6%) were originated while Asians
applicants had an above average origination rate (54.4%). The gap in denial rates is
again widest for African Americans with more than one quarter (26.6%) of the applicants
denied followed by Latinos with almost one-quarter (24.2%) denials. Asian applicants
had one in five applicants denied (20.8%). Low-to-moderate-income white applicants
experienced above average origination rates (54.3%) and below average denial rates
(18.8%). Less than half of the low-to-moderate-income minority applicants (47.2%) had
their loans originated and more than one-quarter had loans denied. The difference is
even greater in origination rates among middle and upper income applicants with a gap
of 10.5% between white origination rates (64.8%) and minority origination rates (52.1%)
and 7.6% between white denial rates (15.4%) and minority rates (23%). This data is
merely “suggestive” and hardly enough to determine that there is a systematic practice
of discriminatory lending taking place in Long Beach. Yet, there is enough of a pattern
here that, combined with other trends identified in this study, suggest that more detailed
study and analysis is needed to determine if there is systematic differential treatment for
minorities, particularly African Americans and Latinos, taking place in the Long Beach
residential credit market.

Land Use and Zoning:

Key Finding 1: The Zoning Code distinguishes Senior Citizen Housing from other
Single-Family Residential and Multi-Family Residential uses by the application of a
conditional use permit.

Recommendation 1: The residential use classifications of Senior Citizen Housing

should be amended so that they are treated identically to other similar Single-Family
Residential and Multi-Family Residential uses.
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Summary: The House Committee Report accompanying the Fair Housing Act as
amended in 1988 (FHAA) stated that the Act was “intended to prohibit the application of
special requirements through land-use regulations, restrictive covenants, and
conditional or special use permits that have the effect of limiting the ability of (the
disabled) to live in the residence of their choice in the community.” (H.R. Rep. No. 100-
711, 100" Cong., 2" Sess. 24,1988). Seniors are protected by the FHAA if they “(1)
have a physical or mental impairment which substantially limits one or more of such
person’s major life activities, (2) a record of having such an impairment, or (3) being
regarded as having such an impairment.” One court has specifically held that, since the
elderly as a group are “regarded as disabled,” they are covered by the FHAA (Casa
Marie, Inc. v. Superior Court of P.R., 752 F. Supp.1152, 1168 (D.P.R. 1990)
(Clearinghouse No. 46, 262).

Key Finding 2: The Zoning Code distinguishes Handicapped Housing from other
Single-Family Residential and Multi-Family Residential uses by the application of a
conditional use permit.

Recommendation 2: The residential use classifications of Handicapped Housing
should be amended so that they are treated identically to other similar Single-Family
Residential and Multi-Family Residential uses.

Summary: The House Committee Report accompanying the Fair Housing Act as
amended in 1988 (FHAA) stated that the Act was “intended to prohibit the application of
special requirements through land-use regulations, restrictive covenants, and
conditional or special use permits that have the effect of limiting the ability of (the
disabled) to live in the residence of their choice in the community.” (H.R. Rep. No. 100-
711, 100" Cong., 2" Sess. 24,1988).

Key Finding 3: The use classification of Social Service Office (without food distribution)
is used to require non-profit organizations to apply for a Conditional Use Permit (CUP)
for offices for business transactions and service provision while other type of
organizations (for-profit organizations) are not so required.

Recommendation 3: The use classification of Social Service Office (without food
distribution) should be amended so that it is treated identically to the use classification
Professional Services.

Summary: An office is defined as "a place where business is transacted or a service is
provided, with an emphasis on record keeping, clerical and administrative activities.
(Ord. C-6533 8§ 1 (part), 1988). Professional services include accounting, advertising,
architecture, artist studio, bookkeeping, business headquarters, chiropractic, computer
programming, consulting, contracting, dentistry, engineering, insurance, law, marketing,
medicine, photography, psychiatry, psychology, real estate, or tax preparation. The
antidiscrimination provision in Title Il of the Americans With Disabilities Act (ADA), 42
U.S.C. Sections 12131 — 12134 employs expansive language intended to reach all
actions taken by public entities; it states as follows: “(N)o qualified individual with a
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disability shall, by reason of such disability, be excluded from participation in or be
denied the benefits of the services, programs, or activities of a public entity, or be
subjected to discrimination by such entity.”

Accessibility of Housing for People with Disabilities:

Key Finding 1: The City of Long Beach presently makes no specific reference to the
accessibility requirement contained in the 1988 amendment to the Fair Housing Act in
its municipal code nor is there any provision for monitoring compliance.

Recommendation 1: The City of Long Beach planning and building codes should be
amended to adopt the ICC Code Requirements for Housing Accessibility (CHRA) as
part of its municipal code.

Recommendation 2: The City of Long Beach should conduct a study of new housing
construction in the City over the last ten years to review compliance with the
accessibility guidelines contained in the Fair Housing Act.

Summary: HUD has called upon jurisdictions in their Al study to review their building
codes to determine if they have incorporated accessibility requirements of Section 504,
the Fair Housing Act, Title 1l of the ADA, etc. for both multifamily and single family
housing. HUD officially endorsed a new building code document that clarifies the federal
Fair Housing Accessibility Guidelines for planners and builders to ensure that new
multifamily housing developments are accessible to people with disabilities. The “Code
Requirements for Housing Accessibility” (CRHA) published by the International Code
Council (ICC) clearly communicates in building code language the federal multifamily
construction accessibility requirements contained in the Fair Housing Act. The CRHA
was designed to enable local jurisdictions to adopt these codes and enforce provisions
that are at least equivalent to the Act's requirements through their routine code
enforcement activities. The Accessibility guidelines provided in the CHRA should be
spelled out completely and not just referenced in the code in order to provide guidance
to all planners and builders seeking approvals and permits from the City. Having
building code requirements consistent with the accessibility requirements of the Fair
Housing Act will significantly increase the amount of accessible multifamily housing
available in the City.

Key Finding 2: VisitAbility is a nationwide movement endorsed by HUD to enhance the
user-friendlyness of all housing to include the needs of everyone, regardless of their
physical abilities.

Recommendation 3: The City of Long Beach should adopt a “Visitability Ordinance”

calling for new housing construction in the City that uses public financial assistance to
meet minimal visitability standards.
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Il. Jurisdictional Background Data

HUD states that the purpose of this section is "to provide background data and other
information that serve as the bases for identifying impediments and making
conclusions." HUD suggests that this section should include the background data
presenting the community’s population profile in the following categories: demographic,
income, and housing. Thus, the primary purpose of this subsection is to identify
demographic, income, and housing trends among the city's general population and later
compare these trends with other identified trends concerning fair housing activities and
issues in other sections throughout this report.

A. Demographic Trends

1. Population Growth

The City of Long Beach has experienced periods of rapid growth during the last century
unlike any other city in Los Angeles County. The six (6) most populated cities in Los
Angeles County during the period of 1890 through 1930 were Glendale, Long Beach,
Los Angeles, Pasadena, Pomona and Santa Monica.

Table 1. Six Most Populated Cities in Los Angeles County: 1890 - 1930

City 1900 1910 1920 1930

Rank | Population | Rank | Population Rank | Population | Rank | Population
Glendale - - 6 2,746 5 13,536 4 62,736
Long Beach 5 2,252 3 17,809 2 55,593 2 142,032
Los Angeles 1 102,479 1 319,198 1 576,673 1 1,238,048
Pasadena 2 9,117 2 30,291 3 45,354 3 76,086
Pomona 3 5,526 4 10,207 6 13,505 6 20,804
Santa Monica 4 3,057 5 7,847 4 15,252 5 37,146

Source: U.S. Census Bureau Data; California Department of Finance

As noted in the table above, Long Beach became the second most populated city in Los
Angeles County in 1920 surpassing Pasadena. Between 1910 and 1920 the City of
Pasadena's population doubled in size. Long Beach's population, however, more than
tripled in size between 1910 and 1920 and nearly tripled again between 1920 and 1930.

Table 2. City of Long Beach Total Population Growth: 1940 - 2000

Year Population % of Change
1940 164,271

1950 250,767 52.7
1960 344,168 37.2
1970 358,879 4.3
1980 361,355 0.7
1990 429,433 18.8
2000 461,522 7.5

Source: U.S. Census Bureau Data; California Department of Finance
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Table 2 reveals that the City's population growth has been more modest during the past
60 years. Its population has nearly tripled again but during the 60 year period of 1940
through 2000. Long Beach's population increased by nearly 100,000 residents between
1980 and 2000 which represents an increase of 27.7%.

Long Beach will likely remain one of the largest cities in the State of California.
According to 2000 U.S. Census Bureau, Long Beach remained the fifth largest city. The
table below lists Long Beach as the fifth largest city in 1990 and 2000.

Table 3. Fifteen (15) Largest Cities in California in 2000.

Population Population Change
2000 1990 Number Percent
1 Los Angeles 3,694,820 3,485,398 209,422 6.0
2 San Diego 1,223,400 1,110,549 112,851 10.2
3 San Jose 894,943 782,248 112,695 14.4
4 San Francisco 776,733 723,959 52,774 7.3
5 Long Beach 461,522 429,433 32,089 7.5
6 Fresno 427,652 354,202 73,450 20.7
7 Sacramento 407,018 369,365 37,653 10.2
8 Oakland 399,484 372,242 27,242 7.3
9 Santa Ana 337,977 293,742 44,235 15.1
10 | Anaheim 328,014 266,406 61,608 23.1
11 Riverside 255,166 226,505 28,661 12.7
12 | Bakersfield 247,057 174,820 72,237 41.3
13 | Stockton 243,771 210,943 32 828 15.6
14 Fremont 203,413 173,339 30,074 17.3
15 | Glendale 194,973 180,038 14,935 8.3

Source: U.S. Census Bureau Data; California Department of Finance

2. Ethnic Transition

As the city's population has changed, so has its ethnic make up. Hispanics or Latinos
represent the largest group of residents (35.8%). They doubled in size between 1980
and 1990 and increased by 62.8% between 1990 and 2000. During this same period of
time Whites steadily decreased. They made up approximately two-thirds (68%) of the
city's residents in 1980 and one-third (33.1%) in 2000.

Table 4. Comparison of Ethnicity: 1980 - 2000.

Ethnicity* 1980 1990 2000

# % # % # %
Asian 20,758 06 55,234 13 60,329 13.1
Black or African American 40,034 11 56,805 13 66,836 14.5
Hispanic or Latino 50,700 14 101,419 24 165,092 35.8
White 244,594 68 212,755 50 152,899 33.1

Other 5,248 1 3,220 1 16,366** 3.5
Total: | 361,334 100.0 429,433 100.0 461,522 100.0

*ethnic names listed are those used by the U.S. Census Bureau for the 2000 Census
**includes American Indian and Alaska Native, Some Other Race, and Two or More Races.
Source: U.S. Census Bureau Data.
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Asians and Blacks or African Americans grew modestly between 1990 and 2000.
Asians nearly tripled in size between 1980 and 1990 but increased by a little more than
5,000 residents (or 9.2%) between 1990 and 2000. Blacks or African Americans
comprised 13% of the city's residents in 1990 and 14.5% in 2000.

The following two tables provide a break down of Hispanics or Latinos and Asians by
nationality and compares each group between 1990 and 2000.

Table 5. Comparison of Hispanics or Latinos By Nationality: 1990 and 2000.

1990 2000 Variance
# % # % # %
Mexican 80,523 79.4 127,129 77.0 46,606 -2.4
Puerto Rican 2,063 20 2,339 1.4 276 -0.6
Cuban 1,044 1.0 1,067 0.7 -23 -0.3
Other Hispanic or Latino 17,789 17.6 34,557 20.9 16,768 +3.3
Hispanic Latino - Total: 101,419 100.0 165,092 100.0 63,673

Source: U.S. Census Bureau Data.

Mexicans continue to be the majority of Hispanics or Latinos within the city. There were
46,606 more Mexicans in 2000 than there were in 1990. This presents an increase of
57.9%. However, it is worth noting that Mexicans comprised 77% of the Hispanic or
Latino population in 2000 which is slightly less (79.4%) in 1990. Conversely, all other
Hispanics or Latinos made up 23% in 2000--a slight increase (20.6%) over 1990.

Table 6. Comparison of Asians By Nationality: 1990 and 2000.

1990 2000 Variance
# % # % # %

Chinese 3,771 7.1 3,550 6.4 221 -0.7
Filipino 17,329 32.6 18,608 33.5 1,279 +0.9
Japanese 3,531 6.7 3,147 5.7 384 -1.0
Asian Indian 1,464 2.8 1,338 2.4 126 -0.4
Korean 1,489 2.8 1,608 2.9 119 +0.1
Vietnamese 5,112 9.6 5,074 9.1 38 -0.5
Cambodian 17,468 32.9

Hmon 271 0.5

Laotia?I 841 16 22,266 40.0 1,882% | +1.6**
Thai 621 1.2

Other Asian 1,183 2.2

Total: | 53,080 100.0 55,591 100.0

*represents the difference between the sum of Cambodians, Hmong, Laotian, Thai, and other Asian
which equaled 20,384 in 1990 and 22,266 in 2000.

**represents the difference between the total percentage of Cambodians, Hmong, Laotian, Thai, and
other Asian which equaled 38.4% in 1990 and 40.0% in 2000.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau Data.

23




Current 2000 census data does not breakdown Asians by all of the nationalities broken-
down within 1990 census data as noted in table 6 below. Among those nationalities that
were, Filipinos increased the most and Japanese and Chinese decreased the most.
Hopefully, data concerning the rest of the nationalities will be available soon. In
particular, data concerning Cambodians would be useful considering Cambodians were
the largest nationality group in 1990.

3. Age
Table 7 shows that the city's under age 18 population has steadily increased over the
past few decades. In 1980 the number of residents under age 18 represented 22.9% of
the population, 25.4% in 1990, and 28.7% in 2000.

Table 7. Comparison of Age: 1980 - 2000.

Age Category 1980 1990 2000
# % # % # %
Under Age 18 82,638 22.9 109,089 254 132,639 28.7
Age 18 and Over 278,696 77.1 320,344 74.6 328,883 71.3
Total: | 361,334 100.0 429,433 100.0 461,522 100.0

Source: U.S. Census Bureau Data.

The next table lists all age groups and related data provided by the U.S. Census Bureau
for 1990 and 2000.

Table 8. Comparison of Age Groups: 1990 and 2000.

Age 1990 2000
# % # %
Under 5 Years 37,669 8.8 38,587 8.4
510 9 Years 31,886 7.4 41,349 9.0
10to 14 Years 25,539 5.9 35,641 7.7
15to 19 Years 27,527 6.4 33,542 7.3
20 to 24 Years 44,045 10.2 35,678 7.7
25 to 34 Years 90,901 21.2 79,542 17.2
35 to 44 Years 63,038 14.7 72,342 15.7
45 to 54 Years 35,043 8.2 53,390 11.6
55 to 59 Years 13,552 3.1 17,212 3.7
60 to 64 Years 13,770 3.2 12,337 2.7
65 to 74 Years 26,000 6.1 20,400 4.4
75 to 84 Years 15,037 3.5 15,881 3.4
85 Years and Over 5,426 1.3 5,621 1.2
Total: | 429,433 100.0 461,522 100.0

Source: U.S. Census Bureau Data.
Not only are the number of city residents under the age of 19 growing, but the number

of city residents between 35 and 59 as well. In 1990 the number of city residents
between 35 and 59 was 111,633 and represented 26.0% of the total population.
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Figure 1. Comparison of Ages 35-59
and 60+ Between 1990 and 2000
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In 2000, the number of city residents between 35 and 59 was 142,944 and represented
31.0% of the total population. The figure below clearly displays the differences.

Figure 1 above also reveals that the number of city residents 60 years of age and older
is steadily decreasing. The total number of city residents 60 years of age and older in
1990 was 60,233 and represented 14.2% of the total population. The total number of
city residents 60 years of age and older in 2000 was 54,239 and represented 11.7% of
the total population which was a decrease of 2.5% over the 1990 percentage.

4. Gender

There is also a slight growth concerning gender. The number of female residents has
slightly increased since 1990. In 1990 the number of females was 212,748 and in 2000
the number was 234,804 which represents an increase of 10.4%. In 1990 the number of
males was 216,685 and in 2000 the number was 226,718 which represents an increase
of 4.6%. As a result, females outnumbered males in 2000 whereas males outnumbered
females in 1990.

Figure 2. Comparison ofGender:
1990 to 2000
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1990 2000
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B. Income Level

One of the primary purposes of this subsection is to identify the income level of each
census tract within its Community Development Impact Teams Targeted Area. The
income levels used correspond to tract classifications as defined by HMDA and CRA
regulations. The income levels are defined as follows:

e Low is when the Median Family Income Percent is <50% of the 1999 HUD
estimated MSA/nonMSA Median Household Income 0f $52,100;

e Moderate is when the Median Family Income Percent is >50% and <80% of the
1999 HUD estimated MSA/nonMSA Median Household Income 0f $52,100;

e Middle is when the Median Family Income Percent is >80% and <120% of the 1999

HUD estimated MSA/nonMSA Median Household Income 0f $52,100;

e Upper is when the Median Family Income Percent is >120% of the 1999 HUD
estimated MSA/nonMSA Median Household Income 0f $52,100;

e |f the Median Family Income % is 0% then the income level is not known.

Of the nine (9) city census tracts that have an income level of Low six (6) or two-thirds
of the census tracts are located within the Central District. In addition, this district has
more of the city's moderate census tracts than any other district. Five (5) of the city's 12
moderate income census tracts are in this district.

Table 9. Central District.

1999 HUD 1999 Median Percent
Estimated Estimated Family of People

Census Income MSA/nonMSA Median Income Living

Tract Level Median Family Percent Below
Family Income Poverty

Income Line

5722.01 Upper $52,100 $68,527 131.53 4.89
5722.02 Middle $52,100 $62,108 119.21 6.60
5730 Moderate $52,100 $28,978 55.62 24.93
5731 Middle $52,100 $42,982 80.58 13.04
5732.01 Moderate $52,100 $27,332 52.46 39.71
5732.02 Low $52,100 $22,075 42.37 41.79
5751 Moderate $52,100 $31,390 60.25 27.95
5752 Moderate $52,100 $26,165 50.22 36.19
5753 Low $52,100 $23,820 45.72 42.86
5754 Low $52,100 $24,675 47.36 3291
5758 Low $52,100 $23,289 44.70 32.76
5763 Low $52,100 $24,362 46.76 33.39
5764 Low $52,100 $23,476 45.06 38.44
5769 Moderate $52,100 $29,598 56.81 25.80

Source: Federal Financial Institutions Examination Council

The Community Development Impact Teams Targeted Area immediate south of the
Central District is the Downtown District. The two census tracts that border the Central
District are low-income level areas.
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Table 10. Downtown District.

1999 HUD 1999 Median Percent
Estimated Estimated Family of People
Census Income MSA/nonMSA Median Income Living
Tract Level Median Family Percent Below
Family Income Poverty
Income Line
5759 Low $52,100 $25,263 48.49 27.19
5760 Upper $52,100 $101,183 194.21 6.42
5761 Middle $52,100 $42,665 81.89 14.80
5762 Low $52,100 $21,908 42.05 33.90

Source: Federal Financial Institutions Examination Council

The only other Community Development Impact Teams Targeted Area that has a Low
income level census tract is the North District. This census tract has the lowest median
family income ($10,446) than any other census tract. The table below notes that 58.44
percent of the people living in this census tract live below the poverty line.

Table 11. North District.

1999 HUD 1999 Median Percent
Estimated Estimated Family of People
Census Income MSA/nonMSA Median Income Living
Tract Level Median Family Percent Below
Family Income Poverty
Income Line
5701 Upper $52,100 $66,110 126.89 8.73
5702.01 Moderate $52,100 $35,913 68.93 18.16
5702.02 Middle $52,100 $47,489 91.15 18.90
5703.01 Middle $52,100 $44,155 84.75 13.56
5703.02 Middle $52,100 $45,702 87.72 10.77
5704 Middle $52,100 $48,437 92.97 16.65
5705 Middle $52,100 $48,354 92.81 14.73
5706 Moderate $52,100 $40,659 78.04 13.47
5715.01 Middle $52,100 $57,195 109.78 7.92
5715.02 Middle $52,100 $58,623 112.52 7.67
5716 Low $52,100 $10,446 20.05 58.44
5717 Middle $52,100 $43,602 83.69 14.06
5718 Upper $52,100 $113,922 218.66 7.50
5719 Upper $52,100 $71,341 136.93 4.39
5721 Upper $52,100 $81,086 155.60 12.79
5724 Middle $52,100 $62,499 119.96 7.07

Source: Federal Financial Institutions Examination Council

The West District is made up of two distinct areas. The upper area contains seven (7)
census tracts of which four (4) have a Moderate income level. The lower are is sparsely
population and has just one census tract for which income level is know. The income
level for this census tract is High.
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Table 12. West District.

1999 HUD 1999 Median Percent
Estimated Estimated Family of People
Census Income MSA/nonMSA Median Income Living
Tract Level Median Family Percent Below
Family Income Poverty
Income Line
West-Upper: $52,100
5723 Middle $52,100 $43,644 83.77 18.45
5725 Moderate $52,100 $32,651 62.67 19.29
5726 Middle $52,100 $51,902 99.62 7.27
5727 Middle $52,100 $52,230 100.25 11.49
5728 Moderate $52,100 $27,373 52.54 17.48
5729 Moderate $52,100 $34,350 65.93 22.07
5755 Moderate $52,100 $28,837 55.35 57.28
West-Lower:
5756 Upper $52,100 $66,735 128.09 0.00
5756.99 Unknown $52,100 $0.00 0.00 38.46
5757 Unknown $52,100 $0.00 0.00 0.00
5757.99 Unknown $52,100 $0.00 0.00 18.92

Source: Federal Financial Institutions Examination Council

The one Community Development Impact Teams Targeted Area that has the highest
levels of medium family income is the Airport/East District. The table below discloses
that there are no low-income level census tracts and only one moderate-income level

census tract.

Table 13. Airport/East District.

1999 HUD 1999 Median Percent
Estimated Estimated Family of People
Census Income MSA/nonMSA Median Income Living
Tract Level Median Family Percent Below
Family Income Poverty
Income Line
5712 Upper $52,100 $66,261 127.18 5.77
5735 Unknown $52,100 $0.00 0.00 0.00
5736 Upper $52,100 $67,923 130.37 3.73
5737 Upper $52,100 $65,709 126.12 5.56
5738 Upper $52,100 $73,122 140.35 1.93
5739.01 Middle $52,100 $61,131 117.68 0.00
5739.02 Upper $52,100 $111,431 213.88 1.40
5739.03 $52,100
5740 Upper $52,100 $74,717 143.41 2.76
5741 Upper $52,100 $66,428 127.50 2.73
5742.01 Upper $52,100 $67,798 130.13 4.32
5742.02 Upper $52,100 $66,526 127.69 6.50
5743 Upper $52,100 $70,919 136.12 3.23
5744 Upper $52,100 $73,596 141.26 1.61
5745 Upper $52,100 $77,603 148.95 5.43
5746.01 Unknown $52,100 $0.00 0.00 0.00
5746.02 Upper $52,100 $116,266 223.16 0.83
5747 Upper $52,100 $66,318 127.29 0.00
5748 Upper $52,100 $105,893 203.25 3.59
5749.01 Upper $52,100 $66,969 128.54 6.11
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5749.02 Middle $52,100 $60,816 116.73 13.87
5750.01 Middle $52,100 $52,866 101.47 6.22
5750.02 Middle $52,100 $46,984 90.18 11.09
5765 Moderate $52,100 $27,920 53.59 21.11
5766 Middle $52,100 $46,155 88.59 12.02
5767 Upper $52,100 $67,068 128.73 8.23
5768 Middle $52,100 $41,753 80.14 12.18
5770 Middle $52,100 $56,237 107.94 11.06
5771 Upper $52,100 $68,808 132.07 8.42
5772 Upper $52,100 $70,533 135.38 6.30
5773 Upper $52,100 $73,461 141.00 6.00
5774 Upper $52,100 $82,084 157.55 3.76
5775.01 Upper $52,100 $108,727 208.69 4,58
5775.02 Upper $52,100 $97,203 186.57 3.72
5776.01 Upper $52,100 $76,592 147.01 5.04
5776.02 Upper $52,100 $90,044 172.83 3.90
5776.03 Upper $52,100 $114,714 220.18 3.89
5776.99 Unknown $52,100 $0.00 0.00 0.00

Source: Federal Financial Institutions Examination Council

C. Housing Profile

The primary purpose of this subsection is to identify housing trends among the city's
general population. Trends are made within the following two categories: 1) household
type and 2) household tenure. In addition, patterns of housing segregation are noted.

1. Household Type

According to U.S. Census 2000 data, there are 163,088 households that make up the
city's total population of 461,522. The following table lists various types of households
and compares the total numbers of these households in 2000 with the total numbers in
1990.

Table 14. Comparison of Types of Households: 1990 and 2000.

Type of Household 1990 2000 Variance
# % # % # %
Female-Headed 14,458 | 9.0 | 26,319 |16.1 | 11,861 | 7.1
Households with Individuals Under 18 Years 52,706 |329| 57,080 | 35.0 | 4,374 2.1
Households with Individuals 65 13,766 | 8.6 | 12,129 7.4 | -1,637 | 1.2
Years & Over
Households 65 Years & Over 33,815 [ 21.1| 29,901 | 183 | -3,914 | 2.9
In Group Quarters - Institutionalized 4,026 25 3,378 0.7 -648 1.8
In Group Quarters - Noninstitutionalized 10,191 | 6.4 6,803 15 | -3,388 | 4.9
Total Households: | 159,975 163,088

Source: U.S. Census Bureau Data.
Female-headed households was selected because of the large number of female-

headed households who have sought help concerning potential discrimination inquiries
or general housing concerns (see section Ill). The number of female-headed
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households nearly doubled between 1990 and 2000. In 1990 female-headed
households made up 9.0% of all types of households and increased to 16.1% in 2000.

Households with children, seniors, and group quarters were chosen because persons
living within these types of households are protected by fair housing and civil rights
legislation. Federal and state fair housing and civil rights legislation protect (among
other classes of persons) households with children, persons with disabilities, and
seniors.

Federal and state fair housing and civil rights legislation protect households with
children under the protected class-familial status. This includes any household with a
child under 18 years of age. The number of households with individuals under 18 years
of age has increased during the past decade. There were more than four thousand
households with children under the age of 18 in 2000 than in 1990. These households
now make up 35% of all household types.

Persons with disabilities are also protected by law (e.g. Fair Housing Act as amended in
1988; California Assembly Bill 2244). The data in table 16 under "In Group Quarters -
Institutionalized and "In Group Quarters - Noninstitutionalized contain persons with
disabilities. The Census Bureau recognizes two general categories of people in group
guarters: 1) the institutionalized population which includes people under formally
authorized, supervised care or custody in institutions at the time of enumeration (such
as correctional institutions, nursing homes, and juvenile institutions) and 2) the
noninstitutionalized population which includes all people who live in group quarters
other than institutions (such as college dormitories, military quarters, and group homes).
Both categories contain households (an individual) with disabilities.

Seniors are also protected by law (e.g. California Assembly Bill 2244). Though the
number of seniors have decreased in the past decade, a significant number of
households have individuals 65 years of age or over (12,129 in 2000) or consist of
households with member(s) 65 years of age or more (29,901 in 2000).

Another significant household type in this community is same-sex households. Same
sex households enjoy protected class status in California through provisions within the
Unruh Act. Issues of housing discrimination based on sexual orientation are treated with
the same enforcement effort at all other protected classes in California. Table 15
reveals that Long Beach has a higher percentage of reported same-sex households
than all of the other large cities in Los Angeles County including Los Angeles County.
Long Beach's percentage of reported same-sex households is 35.7% higher than the
City of Los Angeles and 42.9% higher than Los Angeles County.
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Table 15. Comparison of Same-Sex Households by Region

Total # of Male # of Female
_ Households Householder Householder Total
Region & & Number % of Total
Male Partner Female Partner Households

Long Beach 163,088 1,289 977 2,266 1.4

Los Angeles 1,275,412 7,427 4,622 12,049 0.9

Los Angeles County 3,133,774 14,468 10,705 25,173 0.8

Pasadena 51,844 266 168 434 0.8

Pomona 37,855 145 148 293 0.8

Glendale 71,805 268 194 462 0.6

Torrance 54,542 89 126 215 0.4

The city's same-sex household population lives clustered together. Table 16 lists those
census tracts that have the largest number of same-sex households. These nine census
tracts all border one another and are located along the southern coastline of the city.

Table 16. Concentration of Same-Sex Households

Census Tract Male and Male Female and Female Total
5765 75 42 117
5766 117 48 165
5767 53 31 84
5768 72 48 120
5770 21 37 58
5771 56 37 93
5772 48 19 67
5773 36 16 52

5776.03 41 28 79

2. Housing Tenure

Table 15. Comparison of Housing Tenure: 1990 and 2000
Housing Tenure 1990 2000
# % # %
Renter-Occupied Units 93,858 59.0 96,160 59.0
Owner-Occupied Units 65,117 41.0 66,928 41.0
Total: 158,975 100.0 163,088 100.0

While the total number of renter-occupied housing units and owner-occupied housing
units changed between 1990 and 2000, the overall percentage of both types of housing
tenure did not. In other words, the total number of renter occupied units increased from
93,858 units to 96,160 units representing an increase on 2.4 percent. The total number
of renter occupied units for each time period, however, represented 41% of all occupied
units. The same is true concerning owner-occupied units. The total number of owner-
occupied units increased by 2.8% between 1990 and 2000 and, as in 1990, made up
59% of all occupied housing units.
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3. Housing Seqgreqgation

Table 16 below reveals that of the three ethnic groups listed, only Hispanics or Latinos
represent more than 50% of the total population for more than one census tract. There
are six census tracts in which Hispanics or Latinos represent between 50% and 60% of
the total population and two census tracts in which Hispanics or Latinos represent more
than 60% of the total population.

Table 16. Housing Segregation Among Hispanics or Latinos, Blacks or African
Americans, and Asians.

Hispanics or Latinos:
Census Tract Number Percentage
5703.01 3,542 52.2
5729 3,299 64.5
5732.01 2,941 58.2
5732.02 3,026 53.1
5753 2,711 54.4
5755 160 63.5
5762 2,956 52.3
5763 4,938 55.4
Blacks or African American:
5716 1,103 \ 55.5
Asians:
5727 2,610 | 47.5

African Americans represent a majority of the population in only one census tract.
Census tract 5716 located in the North District also happens to be the census tract with
the lowest median family income level in the city ($10,446), more than 100% below the
family income level in the census tract with the second lowest median income
($21,908). Almost three out of every five (58.4%) households in this census tract live
below the poverty level.

Asian American households do not represent a majority in any census tract in the City.
The largest concentration of Asian American households lives in census tract 5727 in
the West District of the city.

The two census tracts in which Hispanics or Latinos represent more than 60% of the
total population border each other within the heart of the West Community Development
Impact Teams Targeted Area. A comparison of ethnicity between 1990 and 2000 for
Census tract 5755, however, does not reveal a segregation trend. Hispanics or Latinos
represented 69.3% of the total population in 1990. In 2000, the percentage of Hispanics
or Latinos did not increase but decreased to 63.5% of the total population.

32



5Tz l T

ET0100

57200

rn\ EHE0 5TaTH

-
73600
73800
g1 7202 £72001 -l W
ETIEDD @
s £7a100 574000 g
=3
|
5TZB00 522
: 574201 574400
ETTO0 530 E l Gr4m2
2 574307
G700 | syaoDo (57202 750574802
EFRBG:]J &73 h e
578100
75500 ETEAD  |s7sapn| s7Ez00
52 -
574500
ETERN0 | BTEA0 | £7E4D0 | ETEGD0 aiiti] 1470
— N — Percent of Census Tract
3 TSRO 4 §
ETTH00
H e (] =0-49%
STE000 E7BE00
A EPa10g EYEMD f g77aon | SrTN I:l = 50 - 58%
i)
=7 Y - RO
£77300 |:| = 60 - 69%
ETEE
EreEn B = 70-79%
% B = 80 - 100%

Census Tract Boundary
— ity Boundary

33



EFI00

50
T30
73800
- g @
53100 74100 &
F
],
5 l Sra201 574400
R E 74302
T 573400 g -
GTE0T | &s7aom0  |sTaz02 BPEOCH |ST4802
ETEH 73
Z |J £T4EDD
ETS6 STEAN  [s7eagn| &7E300 SN ooz
sregr | e7eae | e7Ee0n | EPESDD B0 I;m
[rny e . Percent of Census Tract
B BPEEOL .
e [J =0
= - 45%
H STR0 E7BE00
! ETE100 EIETI0 P s77an | ETTend I:l = 50 - 599
=
ETTHI [ =60-69%
STEEd B = 70 - 79%
i B = 80 - 100%

Census Traet Boundary

— ity Boundary

34



S0z l Erjeeal]

EFIOO

ET200

,r"\ e 5TaTH
7360
5T200
210 702 &72001 J W
73600 T o
T2 &0 540 &
F
|
513800 52
5 l 54201 574400
& 5 T4
gz | s7ason E sraant
5700 BTE0C jeTan02
srze.unJJ LTE G s 3 2 st
HTESMH ETEAD]  |eTeapn| E7ERID AT ETEHIZ ETesE
Sgremol
srmoe | ereae | eveeoo | s7Emm0 77O -
EG00 ETTENE
ETEE [ e | grrem : _— [ =0-49%
E76600 i
E7E10d IO mpran | Srred ] = 50- 59%
i, ] =60-69%
B = 70- 79%
e B = 80- 100%
i

Census Tract Boundary
— ity Boundary

35



Table 17. Census Tract 5755

Census Tract 1990 2000 Variance
5755 # % # % # %
American Indian and Alaska Native 0 0.0% 3 1.2% 3 1.2%
Asian 110 21.7% 7 2.8% | -103 |-18.9%
Black or African American 0 0.0% 19 7.5% 19 7.5%
Hispanic or Latino (of any race) 352 69.3% 160 63.5% | -192 | -5.8%
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander 0 0.0% 2 0.8% 2 0.8%
White 46 9.1% 55 21.8% 9 12.8%
Some other race 0 0.0% 4 1.6% 4 1.6%
Two or more races* - - 2 0.8% - -
Total: 508 100% 252 100% | -258 |-50.4%

A segregation trend can be noted in census tract 5729. In 1990, Hispanics or Latinos
represented 55.3% of the total population. In 2000 the percentage of Hispanics or
Latinos increased to 64.5% and the percentage of Blacks or African Americans
decreased from 18.5% in 1990 to 12.7% in 2000. Also, the percentage of Whites
decreased from 7.9% in 1990 to 2.8% in 2000.

Table 18. Census Tract 5729

Census Tract 1990 2000 Variance

5729 # % # % # %
American Indian and Alaska Native 29 0.6% 31 0.6% 2 0.1%
Asian 782 14.9% 794 15.5% 12 0.6%
Black or African American 968 18.5% 649 12.7% | -319 | -5.8%
Hispanic or Latino (of any race) 2893 55.3% 3,299 | 64.5% | 406 | 9.2%
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander 149 2.8% 81 1.6% -68 | -1.3%
White 411 7.9% 145 2.8% | -266 | -5.0%
Some other race 0 0.0% 14 0.3% 14 0.3%

Two or more races* - - 100 2.0% - -
Total: 5232 100% 5,113 100% | -219 | -2.3%

Table 19 reveals that Whites represented the majority (50% or more) of the total
population in 36 census tracts in 2000. Within nearly half (17) of these census tracts
Whites represented 75% or more of the total population. In five of the 17 census tracts
Whites represented 80% or more of the total population (see shaded area within the
table).

Segregation trends can be noted. Thirty (30) of the census tracts are located within the
eastern part of the city--the Airport/East Community Development Impact Teams
Targeted Area. This means that of the 33 census tracts that make up this area, 30
census tracts or 91.9% of the census tracts have a majority of Whites.
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Table 19. Housing Segregation Trends Among Whites

Census Tract Number Percentage

5700.03 2,459 57.7
5712 5,169 66.5
5718 2,090 67.0
5719 3,126 59.0
5720.01 3,022 59.5
5736 4,577 76.9
5737 3,391 76.2
5738 3,225 76.1
5739.02 1,691 75.4
5740 3,880 75.6
5741 3,779 77.2
5742.01 2,092 69.7
5742.02 1,457 69.3
5743 4,306 76.9
5744 3,909 76.6
5745 4,676 73.9
5746.01 864 50.4
5746.02 920 75.2
5747 217 51.4
5748 2,110 73.6
5749.01 2,746 77.6
5749.02 2,406 50.9
5750.01 1,648 53.3
5750.02 2,482 54.6
5761 1,641 61.5
5767 2,656 69.1
5770 3,557 50.4
5771 4,382 67.2
5772 4,190 76.9
5773 4,373 79.6
5774 2,549 82.4
5775.01 3,000 88.8
5775.02 1,343 89.2
5776.01 1,030 85.8
5776.02 2,708 79.9
5776.03 6,273 80.5
36 103,944 68.0

A closer look at these census tracts does reveal that there was some shift in

concentration between 1990 and 2000.
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Table 20. Housing Segregation Trends Among Whites Within Selected Census
Tracts

Census Tract 1990 2000 Variance
# % # % # %

5774 2,958 91.0 2,549 82.4 -409 -8.6
5775.01 3,388 94.5 3,000 88.8 -388 -5.7
5775.02 1,412 92.0 1,343 89.2 -69 -2.8
5776.01 1,543 82.1 1,030 85.8 -513 +3.7
5776.02 2,998 89.9 2,708 79.9 -290 -10.0
5776.03 6,654 87.9 6,273 80.5 -381 -7.4
18,953* 89.6** 16,903* 84.4** -342%* -4.1%*

Table 20 lists the five (5) census tracts that have a percentage of Whites that is 80% or
more. In addition, the table lists census tract 5776.02 that has a percentage of White
residents of 79.9%. All six of these census tracts border one another within the
southeastern part of the city.

The table discloses that Whites continue to make up a significant majority within the
area. Comparing the numbers reveals that the total number of Whites and the total
percent of Whites did decrease between 1990 and 2000. The total number of Whites
decreased by 342 residents. More significantly, the total percentage of Whites
decreased from 89.6% in 1990 to 84.4% in 2000.

Despite having a diverse ethnic population citywide, there is a clear pattern of
segregation among Whites living in the City. Over two-thirds of the White population in
Long Beach (68%) live in census tracts where Whites make up more than fifty percent
of the residents. Thirty of the thirty-six census tracts where this is the case lie within the
eastern part of the city and seventeen of those have White populations of more than
75%.

There is a wide range of reasons why these segregation patterns could exist. The
census tracts with the highest level of segregation are also those with the highest
median income levels in the city, thus, some of the patterns identified could be due to
economic factors. In addition, housing patterns in neighborhoods often have historical
roots that can take decades to transcend. However, in a city with as diverse a
population as Long Beach, not to mention the diversity within the entire Los
Angeles/Long Beach Metropolitan Region, it seems highly unusually that the level of
segregation in the eastern part of the city would be so widespread. We suggest the City
take a closer look at this issue to ensure that equal housing opportunities are available
for all populations desiring to live in the eastern part of the city.
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Ill. Evaluation of Current Fair Housing Profile

All entittement communities are required by HUD to have a reactive and pro-active fair
housing program with specific actions and procedures that will have significant impact
on preventing, reducing and eliminating housing discrimination and barriers to equal
housing choice for all.

Since 1969, The City of Long Beach has provided funding to the Fair Housing
Foundation (FHF) to assist in the effort to affirmatively further fair housing opportunities
in this community. The Fair Housing Foundation was founded in Long Beach in 1964 by
a diverse group of citizens who organized against Proposition 14, a state ballot initiative
seeking to nullify California’s fair housing laws. For over 35 years, FHF has operated as
a private, nonprofit, nonpartisan educational agency dedicated to promoting the
enforcement of fair housing laws and encouraging an atmosphere of open housing. FHF
assists residents, housing professional and community service providers in Long Beach,
and other communities throughout Los Angeles County, with fair housing and general
housing concerns through education, enforcement activities, counseling services and
outreach programs from its Long Beach headquarters.

Specifically, The City of Long Beach contracts with FHF to provide fair housing services
that includes:

General fair housing information and counseling;

Innovative programs to eliminate housing discrimination;

In-depth testing, investigation and processing of housing discrimination complaints;
Audits of housing practices;

Comprehensive education and outreach services;

General housing counseling, screening and referral services;

Tester and other volunteer training;

Promoting public interest in eliminating housing violations through the media.

A. Fair Housing Charges, Suits or Findings Filed Against the City of Long
Beach

HUD has issued no charges of discrimination and made no findings of non-compliance
against the City of Long Beach. The Department of Justice has not filed any suits nor
taken any judicial action against the City related to fair housing.

B. Summary of Housing Discrimination Complaints Filed with the Fair
Housing Foundation
Under the federal Fair Housing Act, complaints of alleged housing discrimination could

be filed on the basis of race, color, religion, national origin, sex, familial status and
handicap. State of California law provides additional protections against housing
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discrimination based on marital status, ancestry, age and arbitrary reasons that can
include sexual orientation, source of income and other arbitrary characteristics.

The Fair Housing Foundation has received and processed allegations of housing
discrimination in the City of Long Beach for over thirty years. For this study, we have
reviewed Housing Discrimination Complaint records kept by FHF for the most recent
five-year period, April of 1996 — March of 2001.

1) Discrimination Inquiries

FHF staff members conduct an initial intake screening with all individuals who contact
the agency to determine whether their complaint is a general housing concern
(landlord/tenant matter, etc.) or a potential discrimination issue. If the issues presented
represent a possible fair housing violation, the “inquiry” is turned over to the
discrimination department for further review. Discrimination department staff then
conducts a more thorough intake interview to determine whether further investigation of
the matter is warranted.

During the last five years, FHF received housing discrimination inquiries from 1,289
individuals in the City of Long Beach alleging 1,842 violations of fair housing laws.
Some complaints from individuals involve multiple allegations of fair housing violations.

Table 1 below presents the number and percentage of clients contacting FHF with
allegations of housing discrimination by ethnicity.

Table 1. Discrimination Complainants by Ethnicity

Ethnicity # of clients % of total clients % of population
African American 581 45.1 14.5
Caucasian 435 33.7 33.1
Hispanic/Latino 198 15.4 35.8
Asian-Pacific Islander 36 2.8 13.1
Other 39 3.0 3.5
Total 1289 100 100

Almost half (45.1%) of the clients presenting complaints alleging housing discrimination
in Long Beach during the last five years have been African American. This percentage
represents more than three times the percent of the total population that African
Americans (14.5%) represent in Long Beach. Such an overwhelmingly disproportionate
percentage of complaints by one ethnic population present some serious concerns
about community-wide housing practices.

On the other hand, only one in six complainants were Latino (15.4%) despite a
population of over 35% in Long Beach. Discrimination complaints from Asian-Pacific
Islanders were virtually non-existent (2.8%) despite the fact that this population
represents 13% of the community residents including a large low-moderate income
Cambodian population. While these numbers could suggest that these populations are
not experiencing a high rate of housing discrimination in Long Beach, they could also
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suggest that when individuals within these populations do experience differential
treatment in the housing market it is not being reported. One-third (33.7%) of the people
alleging housing discrimination were Caucasians, which virtually matches their
percentage of the population (33.1%).

Table 2 below presents the profile of complainants by income level. Not surprisingly, a
large majority of individuals contacting FHF alleging housing discrimination were low
income. More than three out of every four people (76.7%) contacting FHF to file a
complaint of fair housing violations were from low or very-low income households.

Table 2: Discrimination Complainants by Income

Income # of clients % of total clients % of pop.
Low-Income 989 76.7 47.3
Moderate Income 255 19.8 20.3
High Income 45 3.5 32.4

Probably the most striking information revealed from our statistical review of the client
data was the fact that almost half (49.3%) of the individuals presenting complaints of
housing discrimination were from single female-headed households.

Table 3: Discrimination Complainants by Household Status

Household Status # of clients % of clients % of households
Female Headed Household 636 49.3 16.1%
Other Households 653 50.7 83.9%

Less than one out of every six households (16%) in Long Beach is headed by a female
and only one in ten (10%) is headed by a single female with children. Yet, female-
headed households represent almost half of the clients (49.3%) who contacted FHF
alleging they had experienced housing discrimination over the last five years, more than
three times their percentage of the Long Beach population. This is a phenomenon that
requires much more in-depth study to determine the nature and extent of the concerns
faced by female-headed households.

2) Discrimination Cases Opened

If the facts presented by a complainant during the discrimination intake interview
suggest a potential fair housing violation has occurred, FHF staff will open a “case” and
conduct an investigation of the allegation. Such an investigation could include on-site
testing, telephone testing, property surveys, witness interviews or document review
depending on the circumstances in the particular case.

Based on an initial review of the information provided by the clients alleging housing
discrimination over the last five years, FHF discrimination department opened cases
and conducted investigations on 539 complaints of fair housing violations. These
complaints alleged housing discrimination on the following basis:
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Table 4. Basis of Complaint in Discrimination Cases Opened

Basis of 1996 — 1997 — 1998 — 1999 - 2000 — Total
Complaint 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
Race 52 43 34 42 18 189
Familial Status 28 19 26 21 13 107
National Origin 12 14 4 4 5 39
Sex 1 1 4 0 0 6
Physical Disability | 8 13 18 8 12 59
Sexual Orientation | 10 4 5 6 3 28
Marital Status 3 5 7 0 0 15
Age 6 10 15 2 1 34
Harassment 4 2 2 0 0 8
Religion 2 1 2 1 0 6
Mental Disability |0 3 1 5 2 11
Ancestry 0 0 0 0 0 0
Source of Income | * * * 2 4 6
Arbitrary 2 11 7 5 2 27
Total 128 126 125 100 60 539

* prior to 1999-2000 source of income was included in Arbitrary

Discrimination on the basis of race remains the most prevalent fair housing allegation in
Long Beach with over one-third (35%) of the cases investigated on that basis. Beyond
the obvious issue of discrimination in housing based on race, the second and third
highest number of complaints were filed on the basis of familial status and disability
respectively, the two most recent additions to protected class status under federal fair
housing laws. Almost one of every five cases opened (19.9%) were on the basis of
familial status while complaints of discrimination on the basis of physical or mental
disability represented over one-eighth (13%) of those investigated.

The Fair Housing Amendment Act of 1988 expanded coverage to prohibit discriminatory
housing practices based on “handicap” and familial status. Yet, despite being on the
books for over thirteen years, many housing consumers and housing providers remain
ignorant to the nature and scope of the protections provided to families with children
and people with disabilities under state and federal fair housing laws. Despite the
current volume of complaints, national trends and research studies suggest a high
probability that both of these concerns are under-reported in Long Beach and
elsewhere. We suggest that the City and the Fair Housing Foundation expand
education and outreach efforts to heighten public awareness of fair housing issues as
they relate to families with children and people with disabilities.
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C. Review of General Housing Concerns Reported to the Fair Housing
Foundation

In addition to reviewing complaints of housing discrimination in the City of Long Beach,
FHF also assists residents, housing providers and all others with general housing
concerns, particularly tenant/landlord matters. In fact, more than 90% of the people who
contact FHF are seeking assistance with such general housing concerns as evictions,
rental terms and conditions, habitability issues, etc. FHF staff provides counseling,
mediation, information and referral and other appropriate assistance with these matters
to in-place tenants, property owners and managers, home seekers and others.
Additionally, FHF provides educational workshops to tenants and housing providers,
including Certified Management Trainings, on fair housing laws, tenant/landlord rights
and responsibilities, and others housing issues.

All initial contact with FHF begins with a client intake form completed by FHF counselors
who assess the nature of the client’s concern. Clients presenting concerns with general
housing matters are provided with counseling and other appropriate assistance while
clients presenting concerns with potential housing discrimination are referred to the
discrimination department. Housing Counselors work closely with the Discrimination
Department staff to help distinguish between general housing concerns and possible
violations of fair housing laws.

While most of the general housing concerns are not directly related to discrimination
issues, some issues presented can reveal patterns that may suggest potential fair
housing concerns. Many of the calls received by Fair Housing agencies in general come
from low income and protected class individuals and families. Oftentimes a
disproportionate number of these calls are related to concerns about substandard
conditions, displacement, harassment, or failure to provide basic services.

Over the most recent five-year period, FHF has provided counseling on general housing
concerns for over 17,000 Long Beach residents, housing providers and others. In order
to provide an in-depth profile of the people seeking assistance and the issues of their
concern, we examined FHF records from January 1, 1998 - April 10, 2001 for this study.

The table below reveals that during this period FHF received 11,760 requests for
assistance with housing issues.

Table 5. Total Number of Clients By Year

Year # of Complaints
1998 2,998
1999 3,556
2000 4,005
January 1 - April 10 2001 1,201
Total: 11,760
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The number of requests for assistance has consistently increased over the last three
years, increasing 18.6% from 1998 to 1999, 12.6% from 1999 to 2000. If requests
continue at the current pace in 2001, there will be an increase from 2000 to 2001 of
around 19%.

Table 6 below identifies the number of people seeking assistance from FHF with all
housing concerns by ethnicity.
Table 6. Number of Clients by Ethnicity

Ethnicity # of clients % of clients % of population
African-American 4,316 36.7 14.5
White/Caucasian 4,028 34.2 33.1

Hispanic/Latino 2,797 23.8 35.8
Asian/Pacific 230 2.0 13.1
Other 389 3.3 3.5
Total 11,760 100 100

More than one out of every three clients (36.7%) seeking assistance from FHF were
African American. This stands in stark contrast to the fact that African Americans represent
less than one of every six (14.5%) Long Beach residents. On the other hand, less than
one of every four (23.8%) people seeking assistance with housing concerns were Latino,
despite the fact that they represent more than one-third (35.8%) of the City’s residents.
Asian American residents of Long Beach are significantly underrepresented amongst
those seeking housing assistance (2% clients compared to 13.1% residents).

The next table presents a geographic breakdown by zip code of the number of
individuals in Long Beach seeking assistance with housing concerns over the last four
years.

Table 7. Total Number of Clients by Zip Code

Zip Code Number Percent
90802 2,478 21.1
90803 725 6.2
90804 1,469 12.5
90805 1,869 15.9
90806 1,199 10.2
90807 697 5.9
90808 188 1.6
90810 364 3.1
90813 1,775 15.1
90815 261 2.2
90822 0 0.0

Other Zip Codes 695 5.9
No Zip Code Recorded 40 0.3
Total: 11,760 100.0
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Three out of four (74.8%) FHF clients in the City of Long Beach reside in five of the
eleven zip codes within the City. The table that follows shows five zip codes with the
highest concentration of broken out by the ethnicity and household status of the clients.

Table 8. Number of Clients by Zip Code by Ethnicity and Household Status

Type of Household 90802 90804 90805 90806 90813

# % # % # % # % # %
Asian 34 0.1 45 3.1 26 1.4 23 1.9 24 1.4
Black or African American 789 31.8 542 36.9 995 53.2 599 50.0 676 38.1
Hispanic or Latino 466 18.8 300 20.4 416 22.3 345 28.8 701 39.5
White 1,106 | 44.6 537 36.6 384 20.5 163 13.6 338 19.0

83 4.7 45 3.0 48 2.6 69 5.7 36 2.0
Total Number of Households | 2,478 | 100.0 | 1,469 | 100.0 | 1,869 | 100.0 | 1,199 | 100.0 | 1,775 | 100.0
Female-Headed Household 1,112 | 449 717 48.8 | 1,034 | 55.3 628 52.4 835 47.0
Total Number of Households | 2,478 | 100.0 | 1,469 | 100.0 | 1,869 | 100.0 | 1,199 | 100.0 | 1,775 | 100.0

African Americans represent at least half of the clients in two of the five zip codes,
90805 (53.2%) and 90806 (50%). Caucasians represent the predominate percentage of
clients in zip code 90802 (44.6%). In the other two zip codes, 90805 and 90813, African
Americans and Caucasians each represent more than one-third of the clients and
combine for more than three of every four clients in these two zip codes (75.5%).

The overwhelming majority of people seeking assistance from FHF are in-place rental
tenants (92%) with most of the rest being property owners (2.3%), property managers
(1.9%), and rental home seekers (1.6%).

Table 9: Number of Clients by Type

Type of Client # of clients % of clients
In-place Tenant 10,821 92%
Property Owner 273 2.3%
Other 227 1.9%
Property Manager 220 1.9%
Rental Home seeker 188 1.6%
Management Company 12 .10%
Realtor 8 .06%
Homebuyer 7 .05%
Former Tenant 4 .008%

Total 11,760

1) Housing Concerns Based on Discrimination

As mentioned previously, all individuals who contact FHF for assistance go through an
initial intake to determine the nature of their concern. The following table presents the
number of clients who contacted FHF during the last three plus years with a housing
concern based on a discrimination issue by the type of issues they presented.
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Table 10: Housing Concerns based on Discrimination Issues

Type of Issue # of clients % of clients
Race 273 32.2
Arbitrary 212 25.1
Familial Status 115 13.6
Physical Disability 101 11.9
Sexual Orientation 36 4.3
Age 29 3.4
National Origin 21 2.5
Harassment 16 1.9
Mental Disability 12 1.4
Gender 11 1.3
Marital Status 9 1.1
Religion 5 .60
Color 3 .35
Source of Income 3 .35
Total 846 100%

Of the 11,760 clients who contacted FHF during this time period, 846 (7.2%) were
seeking assistance with housing discrimination issues. The ratio of housing
discrimination complaints to general housing concerns that this percentage represents
is fairly standard among fair housing service providers.

The following tables, breaks out each ethnic group and identifies the type of discrimination
issues initially presented by the clients.

Table 11. African American Clients Alleging Discrimination

Type of Issue # wiissue % of clients % of all clients w/issue
Race 175 50.7 64.1
Familial Status 35 10.2 30.4
Arbitrary 69 20 32.5
All other issues 66 19.1
Total 345 100 40.8

African Americans represented more than forty-percent (40.8%) of the clients contacting
FHF with initial allegations of housing discrimination, more than two times their
percentage of the general population. More than half (50.7%) of the discrimination
allegations were on the basis of race and African Americans represented almost two-
thirds of all clients alleging racial discrimination.

In contrast, Latinos represented a small percentage of clients initially alleging housing
discrimination (17.4%), less than half of their general population representation (35.8%).
Almost two-third of their allegations (62.6%) were on the basis of issues other than race
and familial status.
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Table 12. Hispanic/Latino Clients Alleging Discrimination

Type of Issue # wiissue % of clients % of all clients w/issue
Race 28 19 10.25
Familial Status 27 18.4 23.5
Arbitrary 46 31.3 21.7
All other issues 46 31.3
Total 147 100 174

The number of Caucasian clients presenting allegations of housing discrimination was
relatively consistent with their representation within the community (36.4% of clients,
33.1% of population).

Table 13. White/Caucasian Clients Alleging Discrimination

Type of Issue # wlissue % of clients % of all clients w/issue

Race 52 16.9 19.0
Familial Status 49 15.9 42.6
Arbitrary 86 27.9 40.6
Physical Disability 62 20.1 61.4
Sexual Orientation 21 6.8 58.3

All other issues 38 12.3
Total 308 99.9 36.4

Caucasians represented a large majority of the clients alleging discrimination based on
physical disability (61.4%) and sexual orientation (58.3%) as well as the highest
percentage of clients alleging discrimination based on familial status (42.6%).

The number of Asian American clients is considerably small both in number (2.5% of all
clients) and as compared to their percentage of the general population (13.1%).

Table 14. Asian-American Clients Alleging Discrimination

Type of Issue # wiissue % of clients % of all clients w/issue
Race 7 33.4 2.6
Familial Status 2 9.5 1.7
Arbitrary 5 23.8 2.4
All other issues 7 33.4
Total 21 100 2.5

Almost half of the clients (46.1%) alleging housing discrimination were from female
headed households, about three times the number of female headed households in the
City (16%). Single females with children represented more than half of the clients
(53.9%) alleging discrimination on the basis of familial status more than five times their
representation within the community (10.6%). Female headed households also
represented more than half of all clients alleging discrimination on the basis of race
(51.3%) and more than two-thirds based on harassment (68.75), most often sexual
harassment.
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Table 15. Clients Alleging Discrimination from Female Headed Households

Type of Issue # wlissue % of clients % of all clients w/issue
Race 140 35.9 51.3
Familial Status 62 15.9 53.9
Arbitrary 88 22.6 41.5
Harassment 11 2.8 68.75
All other issues 89 22.8
Total 390 100 46.1

The following table shows the breakdown of discrimination complaints by type in the zip
codes with the highest concentration of clients.

Table 16. Discrimination Complaints by Zip Codes with Highest Concentration of Clients

90802 90804 90805 90806 90813

# % # % # % # % # %
Age 6 0.1 6 0.4 0 0.0 3 0.3 5 0.3
Familial Status 21 0.2 4 1.0 13 0.7 11 0.9 15 0.8
Gender 2 0.0 3 0.2 0 0.0 1 0.1 2 0.1
Marital Status 4 0.0 1 0.1 2 0.1 1 0.1 0 0.0
Mental Disability 4 0.0 1 0.1 2 0.1 0 0.0 2 0.1
National Origin 6 0.1 4 0.3 3 0.2 0 0.0 2 0.1
Physical Disability 24 0.2 4 0.3 18 1.0 7 0.6 21 1.2
Race 58 0.5 41 2.8 44 2.4 27 2.3 42 2.4
Religion 1 0.0 1 0.1 1 0.1 0 0.0 0 0.0
Sexual Orientation 1 0.0 3 0.2 3 0.2 4 0.3 2 0.1
Total # of Above Issues 127 1.1 78 55 86 4.8 54 4.6 91 5.1
Total # of All Issues 2,478 | 100.0 | 1,469 | 100.0 | 1,869 | 100.0 | 1,199 | 100.0 | 1,775 | 100.0

2) General Housing Concerns

The following table displays the number of people who contacted FHF seeking assistance
with general housing concerns not directly tied to an illegal housing discrimination issue by
the type of concern presented. More than nine out of every ten clients (92.8%) during
this time period contacted FHF seeking assistance with general housing concerns.

Table 17: Housing Concerns by Type of Issue

Type of Issue Number Percent
Eviction 2,537 23.2
Habitability 2,112 19.4
Notices 1,319 12.1
Other General Housing Issue 1,086 10
Security Deposit 895 8.2
Rent Increase 650 6
General Issue 490 4.5
Harassment 346 3.2
Lease Terms 298 2.7
Utilities 278 2.5
Refusal to Rent 250 2.3

50




Section 8 Information 197 1.8

lllegal Entry 144 1.3

Late Fees 77 .70

Lock-Out 67 .61

Rent Control 59 .54

Parking 57 .52

Pets 48 43

Refusal to Sell 4 .04
10,914 100%

Of those needing assistance with general housing concerns, more than half of these
clients (54.7%) contacted FHF regarding eviction related matters or habitability issues.

Table 18. Top General Housing Concerns by Zip Code

90802 90804 90805 90806 90813
# % # % # % # % # %
Eviction 498 21.2 334 24.0 470 26.4 317 27.7 402 23.9
Habitability 433 18.4 245 17.6 326 18.3 246 21.5 408 24.2
Notices 250 10.6 149 10.7 214 12.0 149 13.0 243 144
All other issues 1,170 | 49.8 663 47.7 773 43.3 433 37.8 631 37.5
Total 2,351 100 1,391 100 1,783 100 1,145 100 1,684 100

The table above presents the most prevalent housing concerns within the zip codes with
the highest concentration of clients. The largest percentage of habitability issues
(24.2%) reported were in zip code 90813 although the largest number of habitability
concerns (433) were reported in zip code 90802.

Table 19 below presents the demographic profile of the FHF clients seeking assistance
with general housing concerns over the last four years. Not surprisingly, the vast majority
are low or very low income (85.9%) and non-Caucasian (65.8%).

Table 19. Types of Clients by Income, Ethnicity, and Household Status

In-Place Property Landlord/ Rental
Tenants Owners Managers Homeseeker
# % # % # % # %
Income Level

Very Low 1,098 10.1 9 3.3 6 2.7 36 19.1
Low 8,514 78.8 63 23.1 99 45.0 102 54.3
Moderate 1,075 9.9 176 64.4 80 36.4 50 26.6

High 134 1.2 25 9.2 35 15.9 0.0 0.0
Total: | 10,821 | 100.0 273 100.0 220 100.0 188 100.0

Ethnicity

Black or African Am 4,083 37.8 45 16.5 28 12.7 88 46.7
White or Caucasian 3,616 33.4 126 46.2 115 52.3 65 34.6
Hispanic or Latino 2,578 23.8 77 28.2 58 26.3 25 13.3

Asian* 197 1.8 9 3.3 14 6.4 5 2.7

Am Indian/Alaska Native 24 0.2 2 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Other 347 3.2 16 5.1 5 2.3 5 2.7
Total: | 10,821 | 100.0 273 100.0 220 100.0 188 100.0
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Other Household

Female-Headed 5,380 49.7 91 48.4

More than one out of every three in-place tenants seeking assistance was African
American (37.8%), which is more than double the percentage of African Americans
residing in the City, and almost half of the rental homeseekers were African American
(46.7%). On the other hand, Latinos represented less than one of every four in-place
tenants (23.8%) and only 13% of the homeseekers despite the fact that they represent
more than one-third of the city’s residents. While Asian-Pacific Islanders represent a
significant percentage of the city’s residents (13.1%), less than 2 percent (1.8%) of the in-
place tenants seeking assistance were Asian- Pacific Islanders. Caucasians made up
more than one-third (34.2%) of all clients but of significant note, almost half (48.9%) of the
property owners and managers, a good number of whom may not reside in the City.

The following tables break out each ethnic group as well as female-headed households
and identifies the type of general housing concerns presented.

Table 20. African American Clients by Type of Housing Concern

Type of Issue # wlissue % of clients % of all clients w/issue
Eviction 1,098 27.6 43.3
Habitability 781 19.7 37
Notices 468 11.8 35.5
Refusal to Rent 123 3.1 49.2
All other issues 1,501 37.8
Total 3,971 100 36.4

Again, African Americans are greatly over-represented among the FHF clients with
more than one of every three clients (36.4%). Of significant note, African Americans
represent more than two of every five clients (43.3%) facing eviction issues in Long
Beach, more than one-third of every client (37%) with habitability issues and almost half
of every client citing a refusal to rent (49.2%) as their chief complaint.

In contrast to the other ethnic groups, Habitability was the chief concern presented by
Latino clients (24.7%) as they represented almost one-third of all clients (31%)
presenting this concern. Based on general observations through an increased effort to
promote awareness of habitability concerns and tenant rights, the percentage of Latinos
residents with habitability concerns is likely to rise.

Table 21. Hispanic/Latino Clients by Type of Housing Concern

Type of Issue # wiissue % of clients % of all clients w/issue
Habitability 655 24.7 31.0
Eviction 591 22.3 23.3
Notices 394 14.9 29.9
All other issues 1010 38.1
Total 2650 100 24.3
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Caucasian clients appeared to have the most balanced level of concerns across the
board with eviction and habitability issues representing only a third (35.6%) of their
concerns presented.

Table 22. White/Caucasian by Type of Housing Concern

Type of Issue # wiissue % of clients % of all clients w/issue
Eviction 738 19.8 29.1
Habitability 586 15.8 27.7
Notices 389 10.4 29.5
Security Deposit 453 12.2 50.6
All other issues 1554 41.8
Total 3720 100 34.1

Once again, Asian Americans represented a significantly small percentage of clients
(1.9%) compared to their representation in the population (13.1%). In contrast to the
other ethnic groups, evictions, habitability and notices represented less than half
(45.4%) of the total number of issues presented.

Table 23. Asian/Pacific Islander Client by Type of Housing Concern

Type of Issue # wiissue % of clients % of all clients w/issue
Eviction 44 21.0 1.7
Habitability 33 15.8 1.6
Notices 18 8.6 1.4
All other issues 114 54.6
Total 209 100 1.9

One of the more noteworthy statistics revealed through the data collected is the fact that
almost half (48.6%) of the clients seeking assistance with general housing concerns were
from single female-headed households. The percentage of clients from female-headed
households represents more than three times the percentage of female-headed
households in the community.

Table 24: Housing Concerns by Household Status

Household Status # of clients % of clients
Female-Headed 5,711 48.6
All Other Households 6,049 51.4
Total: 11,760 100.0

The grossly disproportionate number of female headed households, particularly single
females with children facing obstacles in the housing market is an alarming trend that
warrants special attention in our communities. As with all household, the most common
types of concerns presented by single females with children were eviction-related
matters and habitability issues. The following table displays the types of issues
presented to FHF by single females with children.
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Table 25. Female Headed Households by Type of Housing Concern

Type of Issue # wiissue % of clients % of all clients w/issue
Eviction 1207 22.7 47.6
Habitability 1115 21 52.8
Notices 606 11.3 45.9
Harassment 171 3.2 49.4
lllegal Entry 85 1.6 59
All other issues 2137 40.2
Total 5321 100 48.6

More than half of the clients with habitability issues (52.8%) and almost half with
eviction concerns (47.6%) were from female-headed households. Almost half of the
clients with harassment concerns (49.4%) and an alarming majority of illegal entry
complaints (59%) were from female-headed households. These percentages present a

very real safety concern for the community to examine.

The next table identifies that African American women represent almost half (45.8%) of
the female headed households seeking assistance from FHF and actually outhnumber
the non-female headed households among African Americans by a significant number.
Almost nine out of ten (87.4%) of the female-headed households were low income.

Table 26: Female Headed Household by Ethnicity

Female Non-Female
Categories Headed Headed Total
Households Households
# % # % # %
Ethnicity
Black or African American 2,616 45.8 1,700 28.1 4,316 36.7
White or Caucasian 1,780 31.2 2,248 37.1 4,028 34.2
Hispanic or Latino 1,063 | 186 | 1,734 | 28.7 | 2,797 | 23.8
Asian-Pacific Islander 104 1.8 126 2.1 230 1.9
Am Indian & Alaska Native 17 0.3 11 0.2 28 .23
Other 131 2.3 230 3.8 361 3.1
Total: | 5,711 | 100.0 | 6,049 | 100.0 | 11,760 | 100.0
Income Group
Very Low 693 12.1 483 8.0 1,176 10
Low 4,303 75.3 4,625 76.4 8,928 75.9
Medium 632 11.1 814 13.5 1,446 12.3
High 83 15 127 2.1 210 1.8
Total: | 5,711 | 100.0 | 6,049 | 100.0 | 11,760 | 100.0
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V. ldentification of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice

The following impediments to Fair Housing Choice are included in this section:

A) The Housing Discrimination Study of 1989: Differential Treatment in Rental and
Sales Markets;

B) Random Audits of Housing Vacancies in Long Beach,;

C) Provision of Housing Brokerage Services in Long Beach;

D) Access to Housing Credit — General Background;

E) Provision of Financing for Residential Dwellings in Long Beach;

F) Analysis of Local Land Use Practices and Zoning Policies

G) Accessibility of Housing for People with Disabilities

H) Fair Housing and Lead Based Paint

Each section is included because it contains findings based on ample local data
collection (concerning the City of Long Beach) along with general background
information and data (concerning the County of Los Angeles).

A. The Housing Discrimination Study of 1989: Differential
Treatment in Rental and Sales Markets

1) Background Information

The Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) has sponsored two
definitive audit studies of housing market practices: the Housing Market Practices
Survey ("HMPS") of 1977 and the Housing Discrimination Study (HDS) of 1989. The
HMPS used paired African American and Caucasian testers in 40 cities and established
audit studies as a viable research methodology. However, the HDS, which
encompassed 3800 audits in 25 municipal regions, has provided information of
unprecedented depth. This audit focused especially on five regions, including the Los
Angeles-Long Beach Metropolitan Region, in large part because an effort was made in
the HDS to analyze the extent of discrimination faced by both African American and
Hispanic renters and home-seekers.

While it is true that the HUD HDS was conducted a number of years ago, nonetheless,
there are good reasons for our focus here on the HDS. The HDS is the most
comprehensive examination of housing discrimination conducted to date. The 370
audits conducted throughout the Los Angeles-Long Beach Metropolitan Region provide
a statistically valid and compelling sampling of the home-seeking experience in this
region. For both housing consumers and providers, the home-seeking experience in this
Los Angeles-Long Beach Metropolitan Region generally crosses municipal boundaries.
Thus, the wide scope of the HDS study provides a useful picture of the home-seeking
experience in Los Angeles-Long Beach that can be applied throughout the region.

The audit studies noted above are well suited to develop evidence of whether certain
applicant groups (for example, racial minorities and/or women) are unfavorably treated
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relative to other applicant groups when they seek housing. The HDS measured three
aspects of unfavorable treatment: first, its incidence; second, whether it is random or
systematic; and third, its severity. That is, how often do African Americans or Hispanics
receive worse treatment than whites; how much of this worse treatment is based solely
on their race (as opposed to being based on characteristics correlated with their race);
and how seriously are they disadvantaged?

The possibility of unfavorable treatment was examined at three different stages of the
housing acquisition process:

e first, housing availability, the preliminary stage where home- and apartment-
seekers inquire about prospective units and are provided with information (or are
turned away or ignored) by sales and rental agents;

e second, the sales effort made on behalf of the home- or apartment-seekers,
including special terms and conditions offered and assistance in obtaining
financing;

e third, steering -- that is, whether home- or apartment-seekers of different races
are guided toward different units or different neighborhoods.

Unfavorable treatment can occur at any of these three stages. We now discuss findings
for each stage, including information on Los Angeles' housing market when it is
available.

2) Housing Availability

Discrimination at this stage of the housing search process involves primarily an unequal
sharing of information. At the extreme, minority home- or apartment- seekers may not
be told about certain units, or may not be given the opportunity to meet agents, whereas
whites are. In the overall 25-city HDS study, this happens about 8% of the time for
African American and Hispanic applicants. It occurs more often for rental applicants —
12% for Hispanic, 15% for African Americans. Another 20% of minority applicants are
given less information than are white applicants about the availability of units in the
market. Further, housing-availability gaps are higher for applicants for suburban homes
than for those seeking central-city homes.

"Severity" of unfavorable treatment is readily measured for housing availability -- how
many fewer units are minorities shown (or informed about) relative to the units shown to
whites? In the overall study, African American renters were shown 25% fewer units than
whites, and Hispanic renters 11% fewer units. African American homebuyers were
shown 21% fewer units than whites, and Hispanic homebuyers 22% fewer units.

Housing audits conducted in the Los Angeles area per se (see Yinger 1991) found that

about 25% of minority homebuyers (African Americans and Hispanics) face unfavorable
treatment in housing availability. The silver lining of this result is that of the 25 regions

56



studied, only one city (Houston) had a lower unfavorable treatment proportion for
African American homebuyers, and only two (Denver and Houston) for Hispanics. The
incidence of unfavorable treatment for renters was somewhat higher in Los Angeles for
both minority groups. Again Los Angeles' ranking was good relative to the national
average for minority renters' treatment.

3) Sales Effort

Even when an application process is successfully initiated, different groups of applicants
may be treated differently by their respective agents. Agents can hustle or move slowly;
they can look for ways to overcome applicants’' problems or let those problems fester;
they can intervene in related transactions (such as those for credit) or let applicants
fend for themselves. Overall, about 45% of African American renters and 42% of
Hispanic renters received a lower sales effort than did prospective white renters. Among
homebuyers, less effort was made for African Americans about 46% of the time, and
47% of the time for Hispanics.

4) Steering

Steering occurs when minority homebuyers are directed to homes in higher minority,
lower-income or lower-home-value neighborhoods than are white homebuyers. Steering
of this sort occurred for 21% of all minority applicants in the HDS study. Overall,
neighborhoods recommended to white homebuyers had 3% fewer minorities than
neighborhoods recommended to minority homebuyers. The observed severity of
steering was relatively low, largely because most units listed were in predominately
white neighborhoods.

Steering was analyzed in Los Angeles specifically, as a focus city in the HDS, for both
African American and Hispanic homebuyers; see Turner, Edwards, and Mikelsons
(1991). In Los Angeles, African American homebuyers were less likely to be steered
toward higher-minority neighborhoods or lower-income neighborhoods than were
African American homebuyers in the other three cities studied in depth (New York,
Chicago, and Atlanta). The HDS audit results suggested that over a third of African
American homebuyers are steered to lower-value homes; but there were too few cases
for these homebuyers to make these results statistically robust.

The results for Hispanic homebuyers were similarly limited due to a small number of
cases. Nonetheless, steering data suggest that Hispanic homebuyers in Los Angeles
are less likely to be steered to higher-minority neighborhoods than the national average;
but about a fourth of these homebuyers are steered toward lower-value homes and/or
toward lower-income neighborhoods.

The relatively lower extent of steering in the Los Angeles-Long Beach metropolitan

region compared to that in the other target regions may be due to any or all of four
factors:
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o first, less personal discrimination (fewer racial perpetrators) than in other cities;

e second, the larger population of Hispanic residents than in such cities as New York
and Chicago, and its relatively even spatial distribution;

e third, the relatively small number of African Americans in Los Angeles, and the
spatial isolation of African American population centers from the sampled residential
areas in Los Angeles;

o fourth, the relatively small number of advertised properties in integrated and minority
neighborhoods in the Los Angeles region.

The report by Turner, Edwards, and Mikelsons (1991) emphasizes the last point. They
found that census tracts that were shown or recommended to auditors in the 1989 HDS
had lower percentages of both African American and Hispanic households than census
tracts not shown or recommended (7.4% versus 13.1% for African Americans, and
23.4% versus 34.5% for Hispanics and Chicanos). They also found that shown and
recommended census tracts had higher median incomes ($16,342 versus $13,415) and
higher median house values ($106,708 versus $90,192). In a regression equation
measuring the determinants of neighborhood marketing in the Los Angeles-Long Beach
region, the percentage African American and the square of percentage Hispanic both
took on negative signs and were statistically significant.

We should note that the authors of the HDS made an effort to geo-code steering data
for Los Angeles and for four other regions. However, this effort yielded no clear results
for either Los Angeles or any other region. Each of these regions had too few data
points to suggest definitively whether patterns of steering were present or absent.

5) Overall results

The gross incidence of unfavorable treatment can be obtained by computing the
probability that a typical minority applicant will be exposed to at least one of the above-
discussed forms of discrimination. The results of the audits conducted for the HDS
suggests that 46% of African American renters receive unfavorable treatment of some
kind, as do 43% of Hispanic renters. The percentages for homebuyers are higher --
50% for African Americans and 45% for Hispanics.

The overall results of the audits conducted in the Los Angeles-Long Beach Metropolitan
region contain both good and bad news. The good news is that Los Angeles' overall
index of housing-market discrimination is below the mean for both minority renter and
homebuyer groups. The bad news is that over 40% of African American and Hispanic
renters received unfavorable treatment of some sort in Los Angeles, as did over 35% of
African American and Hispanic homebuyers. That these startling figures are below the
national mean for the 25 cities studied in the HDS only affirms the depth of racial
antipathy and suspicion as a continuing feature of American society.
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B. Random Audits of Housing Vacancies in Long Beach
1) Methodology

Fair Housing Audits are random investigations of housing vacancies conducted without
an actual complaint or allegation filed by a prospective housing consumer. The purpose
of conducting a fair housing audit is to provide an analytical tool for the City of Long
Beach and the Fair Housing Foundation to identify possible discriminatory housing
practices and determine areas to focus fair housing education efforts.

A fair housing audit is a testing process focused on detecting measurable differences in
the quantity, content and accuracy of information given, as well as the overall quality of
service provided, to rental home-seekers by owners and managers. Through the testing
process, differential treatment is measured in four basic categories - availability, terms
and condition, tenant qualifications and overall contribution.

The testing is performed by "auditors" who are trained as impartial data collectors.
Auditors are teamed into pairs and provided personal profiles matched as closely as
possible in all relevant characteristics except the variable being tested. This
characteristic variable must be one that represents a protected class by either state or
federal fair housing law.

In testing for racial discrimination, for example, generally an African American
(protected class) would be paired with a Caucasian (control) auditor. Both would be of
the same gender, similar age and manner, and employed, earning at or above the
median family income for the targeted community. The protected class auditor would be
provided with a slightly higher income and more time on the job, theoretically making
them a slightly more appealing candidate. Thus, any differential treatment by a housing
provider would likely be attributable to the race, or the protected class status, of the
housing candidate.

The same general set-up would be followed for testing familial status or any of the other
protected classes under fair housing law. The key is setting up similar profiles where the
only differential factor is the protected class status.

Sites for the audits are selected at random through a combination of newspaper
advertisements, rental listing services and site scouting for vacancy signs within the city.
Sites selected for testing are spread out throughout the city. This random method of
selection is utilized to duplicate, as closely as possible, the typical rental seeking
experience.

The auditors pose as bona fide home-seekers presenting their interest in renting an
apartment to the housing provider, and then record their experiences in detail on an
Auditor Report Form immediately following the site visit. The auditors are not told what
factor they are testing. Auditors carry out their assignments and report their
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experiences, independently of each other, to the Audit Coordinator, making no
assumptions about the behavior of the apartment representative.

The auditor is then debriefed by the Audit Coordinator, who reviews the form and
inquires about any missing information. The auditors are instructed not to discuss the
experience with anyone but the Coordinator in order to maintain the confidentiality of the
project and their individual audit assignments and experiences.

Data from the audit report forms are transferred onto a Comparative Data Sheet and
analyzed for significant differences in receptivity, treatment, information requested,
information provided and other factors common to the rental seeking process. Auditor
names and profiles are removed from the report forms to ensure an objective analysis
of the data.

Incidents of differential treatment are measured based on biased actions toward one of
the rental seekers by the housing representative. These biased actions might include:
refusal to rent/lease; misrepresentation of apartment availability; higher rental/deposit
amount quoted; imposition of different application or rental terms and conditions;
additional qualifications or personal information required; differential in information
provided; discouraging comments offered or "steering” to other complexes.

Based on a thorough analysis of the data sheets and the observation of any differential
treatment between the two rental seekers, one of five conclusions is drawn for each site
visited:

evidence of discrimination toward the protected class;

evidence of discrimination in favor of the protected class;

no evidence of discrimination;

inconclusive; unable to determine if there was discrimination;

site report not usable due to procedural error or unforeseen interference by third
party.

The conclusions drawn from a series of random audits are combined to offer a general
analysis of any observable pattern and practice of differential treatment. This analysis is
then used to provide the City with recommendations on how to address observed
impediments to fair housing choice.

2) Annual Audits of Housing Vacancies in the City of Long Beach
The Fair Housing Foundation conducts random audits on an annual basis as part of its
contract to provide fair housing services to the City of Long Beach. The audits are used

as an educational tool to better understand housing practices in the community and to
reveal potential discrimination for specific protected classes in underrepresented areas.
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In the last five years, FHF has conducted 42 random audits throughout the City based
on a variety of protected class scenarios. As revealed in the table below, of the 42
audits conducted, evidence of differential treatment was identified in 12 cases (28.5%).

Table 1: Results of Random Audits 1996 — 2000.

Type of Audit Evidence No Evidence | Inconclusive Total
National Origin 5 7 4 16
Race (rental) 4 5 3 12
Race (sales) 1 5 0 6
Disability 2 1 0 3
Sexual Orientation 0 2 1 3
Familial Status 0 2 0 2
Total 12 22 8 42

The following is a summary of the instances where evidence of discrimination was
found during the random audits conducted over the last five years.

National Origin

FHF conducted rental vacancy audits based on national origin in each of the last five
years. Evidence of differential treatment based on national origin was discovered in
testing conducted in 1997 and testing conducted this year.

In 1997, a male tester of Cambodian origin was paired with a male tester of Filipino
origin to conduct two tests. FHF staff determined that there was evidence of
discrimination in both instances.

e At one site, FHF determined that there was differential treatment in favor of the
Cambodian tester. The Cambodian tester appeared to be received more favorably
than the Filipino tester receiving more information regarding unit availability and
rental terms and conditions at the site.

e At the second site, FHF determined that there was differential treatment in favor of
the Filipino tester. Upon inquiring about an available unit, the Cambodian tester was
told to come back next week, while the Filipino tester, who arrived second, was
shown an available unit.

In May of 2001, FHF conducted national origin audits involving two separate pairings,
an African American tester paired with a Cambodian tester and a Latino tester paired
with a Caucasian tester.

e At one site, the Cambodian tester was told by the Cambodian manager that a
“Mexican” wanted to rent the available unit, but he preferred to rent to someone of
his own race.
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At another site, the African American tester was given a higher rental amount for the
vacant unit and that there were two applicants ahead of him. The Cambodian tester
was told by the manager that all the tenants were “Asian” and encouraged the tester
to apply right away.

At a third site, the manager told the Latino tester that he was not sure when the unit
would be available. The Caucasian manager also asked the Latino tester if his wife
was expecting a child (his wife was not with him during the test). The Caucasian
tester was told that a unit was available right away and encouraged to apply.

Race (rental

FHF conducted rental audits based on race in four of the last five years. Evidence of
discrimination based on race was discovered in 1996 and testing conducted this year.

In 1996, FHF conducted four audits based on race, two which paired an African
American female tester with a Latina tester and two which paired an African American
male with a male Cambodian tester. Both tests conducted with the first pair of testers
revealed differential treatment in favor of the Latina tester. Tests conducted by the
second pair of testers revealed differential treatment in favor of the Cambodian tester at
one of the two sites.

At one site, the African American tester knocked on the manager’s door and did not
receive a response despite the fact that she heard music and voices inside the unit.
Five minutes later, the manager answered the door for the Latina tester and showed
her an available unit. The manager was Latino. The same two testers returned to the
site at a later date. During this visit, both testers were received by the same Latino
manager. The African American tester was unable to obtain pertinent rental
information due to a language barrier. The Latina tester was given a rental
application that was written in Spanish.

At the second site tested by the same pair, the Latina tester was received in a much
more favorable manner than the African American tester. The Latina tester was
encouraged to apply and invited to contact the property management company
directly. The African American tester had to specifically ask for an application and
was not given information on the management company. The rental agent made
negative racial comments about African Americans to the Latina tester and
guestioned the African American tester about her familial and marital status. FHF
had the testers complete an application for the available unit. While both testers
were approved for the unit, the Latina tester received more favorable terms and
conditions for renting the unit.

At one of the sites tested by the second pair, the Cambodian tester was received in
a more favorable manner than the African American tester. The African American
tester was shown one available unit while the Cambodian tester was shown several
available units and received more information regarding rental availability and terms
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and conditions. The manager encouraged the Cambodian tester by revealing that
there were “lots of Cambodians in the complex” while he attempted to discourage
the African American tester with comments about there being “too many kids in the
area’.

In May of 2001, audits were conducted pairing an African American with a Caucasian.

At one high income-level rental property near the shoreline, the African American
tester was told by a Caucasian rental agent that there were no vacancies and that
“‘none were expected any time soon”. The agent referred the tester to another
property located at PCH and Ximeno. The Caucasian tester was told there were two
units available and was shown one of the units. He was encouraged to speak with
his wife and return the next day with a deposit in order to hold one of the units.

Race (sales)

FHF conducted a pair of home sales audits based on race in each of the last three
years. Differential treatment was discovered in one of the tests conducted in 1999/00.

Testing conducted in 1999/00 paired an African American female with a Caucasian
female, both married with one son. Both testers attended an Open House advertised
in the Grunion Gazette newspaper. Each tester spoke with the same sales agent.
The Caucasian female appeared to receive more favorable treatment from the
agent. She was told by the agent that an offer had been made on the house but that
she would be “happy to contact her” if the sale fell through. The agent offered the
Caucasian tester a business card and encouraged her to contact her for future
listings. The African American tester was not provided with any of this information.

Disability

FHF conducted rental audits based on disability in three of the previous four years.
Evidence of discrimination was found in two of the three tests conducted.

In 1996/97, the testing involved a pair of Caucasian females each of whom lived with
their girlfriend. One of the testers had a partner who was HIV+. This fact was
presented to the manager by revealing a desire to live close to her doctor’s office.
While friendly to both testers, the manager quoted a higher rental amount to the
tester with the HIV+ girlfriend.

In 1998/99, the testing involved a pair of testers living with their mother, one of
whom used a wheelchair. The tester whose mother was in wheelchair bound was
informed that the unit “was not feasible for her mother”. The tested asked if the unit
was upstairs to which the manager replied that it “was not upstairs, just hard to get
to.” The tester expressed a willingness to pay for any needed modifications to make
the unit accessible to which the manager reiterated that the unit was not feasible for
her and her mother and then terminated the conversation.
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Language barriers

Though not directly isolated as a testing factor in any of the audits, barriers to fair
housing choice based on language issues have surfaced consistently throughout the
years. Vacancy scouting efforts have identified numerous rental properties in the
community with vacancy signs in Spanish or Khmer only. (At least one property had a
sign in Spanish and Khmer but not English). Scouting for vacancies through print media
advertisements has revealed vacancy listings in non-English publications that are not
advertised in English publications.

In addition to vacancy advertising, English speaking testers have run into language
barriers during audits that included property managers that did not speak English, did
not respond to inquiries made in English and property information available only in
languages other than English.

3) Conclusions Based on Annual Audits

The results of the random audits conducted over the last five years suggest that African-
Americans consistently face barriers to fair housing choice when seeking housing
opportunities in the City of Long Beach. Barriers faced by African American testers
during the audits included misrepresentation of apartment availability, higher rents
guoted, discouraging comments offered or actions made by rental agents, and steering
to other apartments located elsewhere. Combined with discrimination complaint
information filed with the Fair Housing Foundation, there is a clear pattern of
discriminatory housing practices experienced by African Americans in Long Beach.

Additionally, there is also an indication that language issues are emerging as a barrier
to fair housing choice in the City of Long Beach. Advertising vacancies and/or
conducting housing business in a single language other than English presents a clear
impediment to housing opportunities to the majority of potential consumers who do not
speak that language.

One final conclusion to be drawn from the annual audit process conducted in the City of
Long Beach is that the practice of conducting one or two audits per protected class per
year is not the most effective way to identify patterns of discriminatory housing
practices. A thorough investigation designed to identify possible patterns of
discriminatory housing practices would involve isolating one issue or area to test and
then conducting a good random sampling (at least 10 test) to analyze. Conducting
audits in this fashion would yield meaningful results upon which the City or the Fair
Housing Foundation could evaluate whether further action was warranted in a particular
area.
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C. Provision of Housing Brokerage Services in Long Beach

In an effort to provide a comprehensive understanding of the state of equal housing
opportunity in the housing market in the City of Long Beach, we invited housing
professionals who provide services in this city to provide their insight. The focus group
participants were recruited by the staff of the Fair Housing Foundation and open to all
realtors and interested parties who serve the Long Beach community. Participants in the
focus group session held at Long Beach City Hall included several practicing real estate
brokers and a representative of rental property owners and managers.

Participants were asked to identify themselves and their experience in real estate. They
were also asked to describe any involvement with fair housing. Participants were not
offered any compensation for their participation and were assured that all of their
comments would be recorded anonymously.

The focus group facilitator asked several questions concerning eight topics of
discussion: 1) community characteristics; 2) clients and brokers; 3) neighborhoods; 4)
steering; 5) perceptions about demographic phenomena; 6) the provision of housing
brokerage services; 7) theories of discrimination; and 8) public policy. A summary of the
responses follows.

l. Community Characteristics

Give me a few adjectives to describe this community in general, both positive and
negative? Best kept secret in all of California. A big city 33" largest in the U.S. and 5™
in California. Strong sense of community. Diverse. Multi-ethnic. City does their best for
its citizens. Pro-active. We have 107 different languages spoken in our city. Very
diverse, both in having environments and races living here. It is a big little city. | don’t
like the politics that run the city. Not resident/business friendly.

What would you consider to be the most positive neighborhood characteristics
about this city? We have distinctive neighborhoods. Neighborhood being re-claimed
and residents learning political process. Lot's of new mom and pop businesses.
Immigrants anchoring themselves in their own business. Long Beach welcomes 200
new businesses a year. Need to bring back stakeholder. Cost of housing is lower in
Long Beach — which attracts new homeowners. Which helps residents be more
responsible. Has a lot of potential. Investors like Long Beach they feel they get a better
investment for their money. Best beach city buy in the state.

Are any of these characteristics likely to be more associated with any particular
neighborhoods? If so, are any of these neighborhoods dominated by any
particular racial group, ethnic group or class of people? Anaheim Street is a
Cambodian neighborhood this is a positive thing. Lot's of new businesses. Bixby
Knowles is a very nice Hasidic Jewish thriving neighborhood. Lot’s of homeowners and
businesses in this neighborhood. District 3 and 5 have a stigma as to where all the
power is and decisions are made. District 6 was Afro-American now is primarily
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Hispanic. This movement has taken place over the last 10 years. Recently you see this
area becoming more mixed. We saw a lot of Wilmington and Compton residents
coming to Long Beach and now we see more Hispanics coming from Los Angeles.
Blacks are moving to Orange County. African-Americans very involved in local politics.
Samoan Community is in the very far west end of Long Beach, residents feel very
comfortable they even walk around in their traditional regalia.

What would you consider to be the more negative neighborhood characteristics
about this city? One observation is that rentals along Ocean Blvd. used to be top rents
and all white during the recession when rents went down it was made available to
anybody and everybody and took away an exclusive area. The profile changed from a
higher class of people to lower class of people. On Naples and Virginia Country Club.
North Long Beach has the only two exclusive areas left in Long Beach. North Long
Beach has a stigma of being the poor area, yet Naples and Virginia Country Club areas
our in the North part of Long Beach. Don’t let them know!

Long Beach is divided into two cities North Long Beach is the black sheep of the City it
is almost like we have two cities.

Are any of these characteristics likely to be more associated with any particular
neighborhoods? If so, are any of these neighborhoods dominated by any
particular racial group, ethnic group or class of people? People living in North Long
Beach feel they have been rebuffed because it is a poor area. City has been doing a lot
of eminent domain in North Long Beach and city would not consider this in any other
district!

[l Clients and Brokers

How do you generally find your clients, both potential buyers and sellers or
renters? Advertising through flyers and in the newspapers. Signage.

What generalizations can you make about your clients housing preferences?
Everyone wants more then they can afford. The renter wants the best-perceived
volume for their rent. More sophisticated then 5 years ago. Clients are very selective.
People are choosing to rent because of life styles.

What isthe general racial or ethnic make-up of your clientele?

It is very diverse. In Long Beach no one has one group we have everybody. “About 1
% ago | saw a banner on an apartment building saying “No Philippinos”.” About three
years ago a client told me she wanted to rent only to Indians from India. Families with
children, but people still don’t want to rent to families with children. Due to amenities
such as pool, stairs, etc. People are concerned of the liabilities when renting to
children. It is a real concern. “People need to learn to learn to appreciate other
cultures”.
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Are you aware of brokers/property managers that tend to deal rather exclusively
with clients of one particular race or ethnicity? Yes, it is called money. Cambodian
community tends to want to work with Cambodian brokers. Clients tend to ask for
brokers that speak their own language.

In your experience, do language barriers play a role in clients dealing with
brokers? Yes, the client usually wants a broker that speaks their language.

[1I. Concerning Neighborhoods

What positive characteristics are your clients looking for in a neighborhood or
rental complex? Do any of your clients associate these characteristics with any
particular racial or ethnic group? Other factors? Safety is #1. Clients want quality
and safe housing. They want parks and sidewalks in good condition. Clean
neighborhoods. People of color tend to discriminate.

What negative characteristics are your clients trying to avoid in a neighborhood
or rental complex? Do your clients associate these characteristics with any
particular ethnic group? Other factors? A client came a husband and wife and they
brought their son with them to my office and when we were talking about a certain
neighborhood the son stated that he did not want to live their because of armed gangs.
Hate crimes, buglers, prostitutes, gangs, dirty areas and graffiti. All residents of color
are much more aware of gangs and the different groups. They themselves say | don’t
want to live in that area because of Chilean gangs.

How do clients generally learn about the neighborhoods or rental complex they
are considering living in? By word of mouth. Clients drive by and see.

In your experience, is the racial or ethnic make-up of a neighborhood or rental
complex an important factor for people deciding where to live in this city? Other
factors? Safe and clean housing and nice neighborhoods with parks and sidewalks in
good conditions is primary factor.

Have any neighborhoods in this city gone through any major shifts in racial or
ethnic make-up (or other protected class)? If so, was it considered a good or bad
thing? Why? The 6™ District, this area went from predominantly Black to Hispanic.
Also, a little in Westside on eastside of the 710 Freeway has shifted. This area shifted
from a very tough neighborhood to more families.

IV. Concerning Steering
How do you decide what neighborhoods to show prospective buyers? In your
experience, do agents in this community use their own judgment in deciding what

neighborhoods to show homes/rental property to prospective buyers/renters?
Based on what they can afford. By the clients asking.
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Do you ever have clients or hear of clients, sellers or buyers, who express racial
or ethnic (or other protected class) preferences or concerns in a community? We
have a Chinese, Korean, and Japanese Organization that gets money to build housing
and then they ask how can they bring in only residents from their ethnic groups. Our
clients want a good investment that is their main concern.

Do clients seek or avoid communities based on the racial/ethnic composition?
Other protected class? Yes, they do.

Do agents in this community practice steering? If someone says what can | afford and you
tell them thisis the neighborhood you can afford.

V. Perceptions about Demographic Phenomena

In general, how do your clients value homogeneity (one race or one culture) vs.
heterogeneity (more than one group or culture) in their neighborhoods/rental
complex? Looking for affordability and as nice as they can be. People tend to want to
live where they are comfortable. People do ask for a neighborhood where their
language is spoken. Families want to stay together.

In terms of neighborhood housing patterns, do you consider Long Beach to be a
segregated or integrated city? If so, describe the segregation or integration
patterns? Very integrated. There are 107 languages taught in our schools. Long
Beach has a little of every body.

Are segregated or integrated housing patterns a problem and if so why? Neighborhoods at
this time are not up in arms it was horrible about four years ago. Because economy has gotten
better the problem has gone away.

Many people believe that when a neighborhood goes through a racial transition -
for example from White to Black - or from one ethnic group to another - the
neighborhood deteriorates; housing values go down, schools decline, crime goes
up, etc. Has this been the perception in this city? Do you believe it is the reality?
Why or why not? It was a perception about 30 years ago with block busting. We are
getting so integrated now that people are saying they don’t care who is buying my home
or moving next door to me. About 10 years ago White flight was due to crime, and it
was pinpointed to certain groups.

In the 70’s, the term “White flight” was used to describe the above phenomenon.
Some believe that a similar sort of “Black flight” occurred in the 90’s with Latinos
moving into traditionally Black neighborhoods and Blacks moving out. Do you
think this or any similar phenomenon has occurred in Long Beach? Why do you
think this has happened? Yes, Blacks are moving to Orange County and Hispanics
are moving in from Los Angeles.
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VI.  The Provision of Housing Brokerage Services

Do you think housing discrimination in the real estate industry has gotten better,
worse or stayed the same over the past decade? It has improved because of
education and awareness of diversity. People weren’t aware of what they were doing.

Have you ever had a real estate transaction in Long Beach fall through based on
guestionable actions by an appraiser? Lending agent? Insurance agent? Others?
No. There is redlining especially with Insurance Companies. Banks do it but they are
discreet

Do you think that, if money is not a problem, a person of color, family with
children, female headed household, disabled person or gay/lesbian, can rent a
unit or buy a home anywhere in Long Beach? Yes, problem is with our disabled
community and fear of ADA and how it is done. Unfortunately in Long Beach the
handicap community is so forceful they don’t solicit the help they can get.

Do minority brokers/agents have equal access to clientele and industry resources
in this area? If they have money. Need money to get business going. Economics.

VIl. Theories of Discrimination

Let me give you three theories that have been advanced about why housing
discrimination exists and get your reaction:

“People discriminate because of their personal animosity towards people
of other races, ethnicity, sexual orientations, familial status, physical
capacity, etc.?” No, people tend to generalize

“People discriminate because they are afraid of upsetting other tenants, or
their neighbors, if they were to integrate their building or neighborhood”
No, maybe if you had a gang that could cause a problem

“People discriminate because they harbor certain stereotypes about
others. For example, Blacks are noisy and violent or Latinos are gang
bangers and overcrowd the neighborhood, etc.” Feeling that only
uneducated people would do these things. NIMBY is Long Beach; this is going
to be a big pain as we try to bring in more housing. Density, too much traffic.
There is a great resentment to the Section 8 Program, not because of the people,
but because of the process, the bueracracy. Those “people”, means poor
people.
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VIIl.  Concerning Public Policy

Do you think that housing discrimination is better or worse than in 19687 19887
1995? 1968 = Horrible, 1988 = Better, 1995 Improved. In 1988-1995 real estate slide
helped mitigate discriminatory experience.

Are you aware of the general provisions of the federal and state Fair Housing
Laws? Yes.

Do you think that the Fair Housing Laws are reasonable? Yes, absolutely an
outrage that people are forced to settle. Morally bankrupt for people to discriminate in
any of the protected classes. 4 levels of enforcement — we should be tried once and at
all four levels.

Do you think that government should have a role in promoting equal access to
housing? There ought to be a real level hand in fairness. The way it stands now
people’s lives can become topsy-turvy.

Do you have any suggestions about what government should or should not do
about housing discrimination? How about segregation?  The government
represents clients. Government should at least give legal fee compensation. If the
government wants equal access as much as owners do, then more mediation and
education is where emphasis should be and that would show the governments
commitment to providing equal access.

Prior to today, were you aware of the Fair Housing Foundation and their
services? How about your friends or clients? Yes, absolutely! We believe the Fair
Housing Foundation does an excellent job and should be a model for educating
residents and owners.

Do you have any final thoughts to share? “l never hesitate to give clients the Fair
Housing number”.
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D. AccesstoHousing Credit - General Background Information
1) The legal context of barriers to credit markets

In the United States, economic security and advancement is based on owning a home
and acquiring a home depends to a large degree on having access to credit. Credit
provides a market channel for channeling spending power to households and firms that
can use it productively. If this market channel malfunctions, only inside channels such
as other family members can be tapped, and the economic game becomes unfair to
have-nots.

So equality of opportunity and fair access to markets (including credit markets) are
linked. Laws passed in the 1960's and 1970's make this link clear and legally
enforceable. Of these laws, the Civil Rights Act of 1964 stands out. This Act clarified
that people and institutions that control economic resources cannot legally discriminate
on the basis of race, gender, age, or physical status. The 1968 Fair Housing Act
affirmed that the Civil Rights Act covered housing:

"It shall be unlawful for any person or other entity whose business includes engaging
in residential real estate-related transactions to discriminate against any person in
making available such a transaction, or in the terms or conditions of such a
transaction, because of race. (42 U.S.C., sec. 3601-3631 (1988)."

The Equal Credit Opportunity Act (ECOA) of 1974, in turn, makes racial discrimination
illegal in credit market decisions.

Federal responsibility for seeing that financial and housing markets operate equitably
was strengthened in the 1970s. The 1975 Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA)
requires banks and other depository institutions to provide annual data on their
mortgage lending by census tract. The 1977 Community Reinvestment Act affirms the
responsibility of banks and other depository institutions to meet credit needs throughout
their entire market area, no matter how income and race vary within this area. It also
requires that banks not define their market areas in a manner that discriminates against
minority areas. In 1989, the HMDA was amended to require lenders to submit more
detailed evidence (on applications, not just loans), and more types of lenders (including
mortgage companies) were required to report under HMDA.

So federal law makes it illegal for lenders to practice either discrimination or redlining in
credit and housing markets. Discrimination occurs whenever minorities (or any group
protected by law) are more likely to be turned down in a given market transaction than
are whites or when minorities can make a given transaction only at a higher cost or
worse terms than whites.

Redlining occurs when a given market transaction costs more or occurs less often in a

geographic area with a high minority population (or in an inner-city location) than in a
low minority (or suburban) area, even when differences in these areas' economic
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characteristics are considered. So, discriminatory credit practices create disadvantages
for a housing agent independent of their location; redlining practices create
disadvantages for a housing agent in a location independent of their individual
characteristics.

2) Detecting evidence of credit-market barriers

Numerous court cases and Congressional fine-tuning have clarified the legal meaning
of discrimination. In March 1994, the federal agencies responsible for punishing credit-
market discrimination issued a unified policy statement incorporating these
clarifications. Three types of discrimination are identified:

e overt discrimination -- refusing to initiate a transaction with a person of color;

e disparate treatment -- screening minorities more harshly than whites in application
processes, or subjecting minority applications to different application processes;

e disparate impact -- conducting commercial practices that disproportionately harm a
racial minority without being justified by a legitimate business need.

Economists and legal experts agree that the first two types of discrimination can best be
detected through well-designed, direct "tests" of whether the procedures of lenders,
real-estate agents, and others are racially neutral. But detecting the third type of
discrimination requires the use of indirect, not direct evidence.

Experts disagree about what standard of proof for indirect evidence is required to
demonstrate an "unfair" pattern of credit flow. The problem is that differences between
groups (say, white and African American loan applicants) or areas (say, minority and
white neighborhoods) may arise either because of market-based reasons, such as
differences in income or wealth, or “irrational® reasons such as stereotyping or
preferential treatment. In general, the federal government is willing to go "after"
discrimination-based disparities, but not market-based disparities. In practice, the line
between the two is blurry; and how this line is drawn over the past 20 years has
depended on the political climate.

Redlining has not been given a precise legal meaning, since the legislation creating it is
less definite in prescribing what behaviors constitute a failure to provide credit equitably
over bank market areas. The CRA itself provides that "credit needs" should be met
uniformly; but economists have no established method of determining such needs. In
practice, redlining has been measured by testing for credit-market "fair share." Simply
put, every neighborhood should receive its "fair share" of credit flows, adjusted for the
prices of its homes.

3) Evidence of discrimination and redlining

What kind of evidence do studies and regulators find concerning discrimination and
redlining in credit and housing markets? Definitive proof of discrimination is hard to
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come by, because this proof would have to take into account all factors that lenders
may legitimately use before demonstrating conclusively that lenders are biased.

The only city for which definitive proofs of discrimination in credit markets have been
established is Boston; and even the various studies of Boston still have their critics who
refuse to concede the discrimination has been proven. Boston's studies were special
because researchers got complete access to lenders' data files on loan applicants. In
many studies elsewhere in the US, suggestive evidence -- if not definitive proof -- of
credit-market discrimination has been produced using HMDA data.

While experts agree that HMDA data cannot be used to "prove" discrimination by banks
and other lending institutions, experts also agree that these data can be used to
determine whether discrimination may be occurring. In sum, HMDA data can be used to
conduct a diagnostic analysis of whether discrimination may be a problem in any area.

The detection of redlining presents fewer measurement problems than that of
discrimination. Redlining may occur whenever there are significant social differences
between any two sub-areas within a larger community: suburb vs. inner-city;
professional vs. working class areas; largely white vs. largely minority areas. Most
redlining analyses test for lending gaps between areas with differing racial
compositions.

Studies of racial redlining follow a three-step procedure. First, the community being
analyzed is subdivided according to the percentage of minority residents in its various
sub-areas (census tracts). Second, sub-area loan flows and approval/denial rates are
compared. If differences are found (for example, if minority areas received lower credit
flows), then an effort is made to determine whether these differences are attributable to
economic fundamentals. Third, further tests on loan flows and denial rates are run,
taking economic factors into account. If significant racial gaps exist after accounting for
economic factors, then redlining is found. Evidence of redlining is always "suggestive"
and not "definitive" because so many different economic and social variables interact in
communities.

This study relies exclusively on suggestive evidence of discrimination and redlining in
the credit market. Achieving definitive evidence of discrimination would require more
detailed information than HMDA and Census data can provide.

4) Discrimination and Predatory Lending

The Sub-Prime lending market has increased exponentially in the last few years, and
unfortunately so have the predators seeking to make as much profit as possible out of
vulnerable homeowners—most of whom are minorities, elderly and low-income. There
have been many meetings and academic discussions lately about what to do about
predatory lending including those at the federal level.
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As a result, new information has developed about predatory lending and what can be
done to prevent it. Thus, this section outlines what predatory lending is and what the
City of Long Beach can do about it.

Predatory lending occurs when lenders seek out an individual or neighborhood because
some unique aspect of that individual or neighborhood disposes them, or makes them
vulnerable to, the loan the predatory lender wants to make. Predatory lenders target
vulnerable consumers and use an array of practices that strip home equity from their
homes.

Existing anecdotal and documentary evidence suggests that the typical victim of the
predatory lender is elderly, female, and lower/moderate income; in many cities, the
predatory practices disproportionately affect minority group members and minority
communities.

Predatory loans are based upon home equity. Such loans become abusive when
excessive fees, high interest rates, and costly and unnecessary insurance policies,
large balloon payments, broker fees tied to interest rates, and repeated refinancing that
steadily increase a borrower’s debt are structured within the loan. The loan that the
lender sells is unfavorable - perhaps even financially ruinous - for the borrower.

The City of Long Beach and the Fair Housing Foundation should establish a "No
Tolerance of Predatory Lending" educational campaign. The campaign should warn
about the following practices:

1. Misrepresenting (or hiding) critical loan terms. For example, the borrower
may believe that their loan payments will never change, but the lender may
actually have given the borrower an Adjustable Rate Mortgage (ARM) that will
fluctuate and increase depending on the index the rate is tied to. Or the lender
may structure the loan so that at the end of the loan period, the borrower still
owes most of the original money borrowed. The homeowner usually cannot
afford to pay the balloon payment at the end of the term, and either loses the
home through foreclosure or is forced to refinance with the same or another
lender for another term at additional high costs.

2. Failing to advise consumers of their right of rescission. Rescission means
canceling the loan. After signing home equity loan documents, the borrower has
3 days (excluding Sunday) to cancel the loan. The borrower must be informed at
closing that they have this right.

3. Flipping. Flipping involves repeated refinancing of the loan by rolling the balance
of the existing loan into a new loan instead of simply making a separate, new
loan for the new amount. Flipping always results in higher costs to the borrower.
Because the existing balance of one loan is rolled into a new loan the term of
repayment is repeatedly extended through each refinancing. This results in more
interest being paid than if the borrower had been allowed to pay off each loan
separately.
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4. Establishing repayment terms that the lender knows can never be met by
the borrower. Some predatory lenders purposely structure the loans with
monthly payments that they know the homeowner cannot afford. The idea is that
when the homeowner reaches the point of default, they will return to the lender to
refinance. This provides the lender additional points and fees. Other predatory
lenders may purposely structure loans with payments the homeowner cannot
possibly afford in order to acquire the house through foreclosure.

5. “Packing” the loans with extraordinarily expensive (single premium) credit
life/disability insurance. Predatory lenders will often market and sell credit
insurance as part of their loans. A single large payment for this insurance may be
charged and financed into the loan with interest paid over the course of the whole
loan. Often, the borrower is not aware that they are purchasing this insurance, or
the lender may tell them that they must purchase this insurance in order for the
loan to be approved.

6. Charging undisclosed and/or improper fees. For example, brokers may
charge fees for which there were no services rendered, or home improvement
contractors may receive “referral fees.”

7. The “Home Improvement” Loan. In this type of scam, a contractor may contact
the homeowner and offer to install a new roof or remodel the kitchen at a price
that sounds reasonable. The homeowner would like to have the work done, but
can't afford it. The contractor then offers to arrange the financing through a
lender they “happen to know.” The homeowner agrees to the project, and the
contractor begins work. At some point after the contractor begins, the
homeowner is asked to sign a lot of papers. The papers may be blank or the
lender may rush the homeowner to sign before there is time to read them. The
contractor threatens to leave the work on the house unfinished if the homeowner
refuses to sign, so the papers are signed. Later, the homeowner realizes the loan
is a home equity loan, and that the costs and fees of the loan are very high.
Financing arranged by a contractor is probably not in the homeowner’'s best
interest, but will always be in the lender’s and contractor’s best interest. Often the
work on the home may not be done right or even finished.

8. Bait and Switch. The lender offers one set of loan terms when the homeowner
applies, then pressures the homeowner to accept higher charges when the papers
are signed, threatening to cancel or postpone the transaction unless the papers are
signed that day.

The campaign should also provide information about "how to look for the right loan."
The following suggestions should be included to help the homeowner avoid getting
trapped into a predatory loan.

1. Shop around. Costs can vary greatly! Contact several lenders — including banks,
savings and loans, credit unions, and mortgage companies. Ask each lender
about the best loan for which you qualify. Find out if you can qualify for a “prime”
loan as defined earlier in this booklet. Find out whether the institution you are
going to is a sub-prime lender. If it is, you will probably get a sub-prime loan from
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them even if you can qualify for a prime loan. Ask for and compare the following
information at several lenders:

e The Annual Percentage Rate (APR) which is the single most important thing
to compare when shopping for a loan.

e The term of the loan. How many years will you make payments on the loan?
e The monthly payment. What is the amount? Will it stay the same or change?

e Is there a balloon payment? This is a large payment usually at the end of the
loan term, often after a series of low monthly payments. When the balloon
payment is due, you must come up with the money. If you can’t, you may need
another loan, which means new closing costs.

e Is there a prepayment penalty? These are extra fees that may be due if you
pay off the loan early by refinancing or selling your home. Prepayment penalties
may force you to keep a high-rate loan because getting out of the loan becomes
too expensive. Try to negotiate this provision out of your loan agreement.

e Does the loan include a charge for any type of credit insurance, such as
credit life, disability, or unemployment insurance? Is the credit insurance
required as a condition of the loan? If not, how much lower would your monthly
payment be without the credit insurance? Before deciding to purchase voluntary
credit insurance from a lender, think about whether you really need the insurance
and check with other insurance providers about their rates.

e Lastly, ask each lender to provide, as soon as possible, a written “good
faith estimate” that lists all charges and fees you must pay at closing. Although
not always required, these estimates make it easier to compare terms from
different lenders.
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E. Provision of Finance Assistance for Residential Dwellings in
Long Beach

1) Evaluation of Credit Market Activity in Long Beach

We now turn to an examination of housing credit market activity in the City of Long
Beach. It is important to look into the problem of discrimination and redlining in local
credit markets because of the tremendous ethnic diversity of the Los Angeles region as
a whole, and because Long Beach is a “majority minority” city.

The following evaluation of Long Beach’s credit markets is based on Home Mortgage
Disclosure Act (HMDA) data collected in the year 2000. HMDA data is collected at the
census-tract level and reviewed both citywide and at the census tract level. HMDA can
provide a useful picture of home mortgage lending activity in a given area and can
pinpoint potential problem areas for further investigation. HMDA data has also been
used successfully in detecting “redlining,” where lending institutions fail to make loans in
older, inner-city and minority communities.

As discussed earlier, it is difficult to draw definitive conclusions on discriminatory
lending behavior based solely on HMDA data analysis. However, a cursory review of
lending activity in Long Beach over the last year does suggest that discrimination and
redlining are issues that warrant more detailed review and analysis of the credit market
situation in the City of Long Beach.

2) Who are the Participants in the Long Beach Residential-Credit Market?

We will first take a look at who applied for mortgage credit on a home in Long Beach in
2000. Table 1 presents the total number of home loan applications submitted citywide in
2000 along with the total number of originations and denials separated by white
applicants and minority applicants. The Table 1 also breaks out the above information
by income level amongst white and minority applicants separately.

There were a total of 19,272 home loan applications in the City of Long Beach during
the year 2000. Almost four out of every ten (39.3%) loan applicants were white, while
more than one in three (35%) were minority. One quarter of the applicants (25.7%) were
listed as “other” which includes applicants who were not identified by race on their
applications. Amongst the white applicants, more than four out of five were middle or
upper income (81.8%) and only one in eight were low or moderate income (12.7%).
Amongst minority applicants, almost three out of four were middle or upper income
(72.7%) and more than one out of five were low or moderate income (22.2%).
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Table 1: Long Beach 2000 HMDA Mortgage Summary

MORTGAGE
ACTION
TOTALS

APPLICATIONS

ORIGINATIONS

DENIALS

MORTGAGE
ACTION
TOTALS

APPLICATIONS

ORIGINATIONS

DENIALS

TOTAL

ALL APPLICANTS

MINORITY APPLICANTS

WHITE APPLICANTS

MINORITY WHITE OTHER LOWOR MIDDLEOR INCOME LOWOR MIDDLEOR INCOME
MODERATE UPPER LISTED AS ‘NA MODERATE UPPER LISTED AS 'NA’
INCOME INCOME INCOME INCOME
19,272 6,737 7,579 4,956 1,497 4,865 375 960 6,197 422
9,874 3,453 4,811 1,610 707 2,536 210 521 4,019 271
4,555 1,599 1,198 1,758 401 1,117 81 181 957 60
TOTAL AMERICAN ASIAN OR BLACK HISPANIC TOTAL AMERICAN ASIAN OR BLACK
MINORITY INDIAN OR PACIFIC MINORITY CO- INDIAN OR PACIFIC
APPLICANTS ALASKAN ISLANDER APPLICANTS  ALASKAN ISLANDER
NATIVE NATIVE
6,424 81 1,376 1,776 3,191 3,059 51 712 512
3,245 44 748 837 1,616 1,625 26 400 252
1,549 16 286 473 774 682 10 150 129 393

Note 1: For the purpose of this report, "Minority" is defined as an Applicant or Co-Applicant in one of the above Census Bureau categories.
Note 2: Applications do not include Purchased mortgages.

Prepared for Institute for Urban Research and Development by GeoDataVision August 10, 2001

HISPANIC

1,784

947



Table 1 also shows the total number of minority home loan applicants delineated by
race/ethnicity. Hispanic/Latinos represent only one in every six loan applicants (16.6%)
well below their representation within the city (35.8%). Black/African American and
Asian/Pacific Islander applicants represented less than one of every ten applicants
(9.2% and 7.1% respectively), both more than five percent below their representation
within the City (14.5% and 13.1%) respectively.

3) Analysis of Discrimination in the Long Beach Credit Market

We will now review lending activities and patterns in Long Beach to detect whether
there is evidence of differential treatment toward different racial/ethnic groups in the
City. Table 1 shows both origination and denial rates for loan applicants citywide in
2000. In total, 19,272 applications were made for home loans in Long Beach during the
year 2000. Of this total 9,974 loans were originated (51.2%) and 4,555 applications
were denied.

Examining these numbers by percentage of applications within each racial/ethnic group,
Table 1 shows that there are noticeable gaps between origination and denial rates for
white applicants and minority applicants in Long Beach. There is a significant difference
(12.2%) in the loan origination rate for white applicants (63.5%) and that for minority
applicants (51.3%). The difference in denial rates is also significant (7.9%) between
white (15.8%) and minority applicants (23.7%).

The gap in origination rates is widest for African American applicants who had an
origination rate of less than half the loan applicants (47.1%). Half of the loan
applications submitted by Latinos (50.6%) were originated while Asians applicants had
an above average origination rate (54.4%). The gap in denial rates is again widest for
African Americans with more than one quarter (26.6%) of the applicants denied followed
by Latinos with almost one-quarter (24.2%) denials. Asian applicants had one in five
applicants denied (20.8%).

What might explain these gaps between white and minority applicants in home-loan
actions in Long Beach? One simple explanation would be that the difference is purely
economic. If minority applicants have lower income levels then they are potentially “less
creditworthy” when considered as a group. Thus if the gaps between white and minority
applicants are related to systematic differences in income levels, this income gap
should be taken into account in analyzing lending gaps.

Again we turn to Table 1, this time examining the origination and denial rates as a
function of income for both white and minority applicants. White applicants did have a
higher percent of middle and upper income applicants (81.8%) than minority applicants
(72.7%). This might explain some of the difference in origination and denial rates.
However, the more significant comparison is in the origination and denial rates between
each income group. Here we continue to find noticeable gaps between white and
minority applicants.

79



Low-to-moderate-income white applicants experienced above average origination rates
(54.3%) and below average denial rates (18.8%). Less than half of the low-to-moderate-
income minority applicants (47.2%) had their loans originated and more than one-
guarter had loans denied. This shows gaps of 7.1% in origination rates and 7.9% in
denial rates between white and minority applicants in this income class. Of significant
note, the difference is even greater in origination rates among middle and upper income
applicants with a gap of 10.5% between white origination rates (64.8%) and minority
origination rates (52.1%) and 7.6% between white denial rates (15.4%) and minority
rates (23%). Data on income by race/ethnicity was not available for this study but given
the trends, we can assume that African Americans experienced even more significant
gaps in origination and denial rates by income-level.

We next examined lending activity by Community Development Impact Areas. Tables
presenting mortgage applications, loan originations and mortgage denials by census
tract within each district are attached to this document as Appendix A.

Examining the differences in origination and denial rates between whites and minorities
by these districts also display some significant gaps. In four of the five districts, white
applicants overall received higher origination and lower denial rates. In the Central
District, the gap between origination rates was 7.2%, in the Downtown District the gap
was 5%, in the North District the gap was 5.5% and the East/Airport District the gap was
8.8%. The gap in denial rates was 5.1% in the Central District, 2.1% in the Downtown
District, 6.7% in the North District and 5% in the East/Airport District. The West District
displays the opposite pattern with minorities receiving the favorable gap in originations
by 10.3% as well as denials by 3.8%.

One anomaly to the pattern displayed above is the fact that low-to-moderate income
minority households appear to fare much better in most districts when compared to
white households than do middle-to-upper income minority households. Low-to-
moderate income minority households had origination rates equal to or higher than low-
to-moderate income households in four of the five districts. However, there was a large
gap between white (62%) and minority (45.7%) origination rates in the East/Airport
District among low-to-moderate income applicants. On the other hand, middle-to-upper
income minority households experienced gaps in origination rates of 5% or more in the
same four districts sighted in the above paragraph.

While the information in this section serves to raise some eyebrows, it is merely
“suggestive” and hardly enough to determine that there is a systematic practice of
discriminatory lending taking place in Long Beach. Yet, there is enough of a pattern
here that, combined with other trends identified in this study, suggest that more detailed
study and analysis is needed to determine if there systematic differential treatment for
minorities, particularly African Americans and Latinos, taking place in the Long Beach
residential credit market. At the very least, the data suggests that a stronger effort
should be made to promote homeownership opportunities and encourage improved
lender performance in awarding credit to African American and Hispanic/Latino
households.
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F.  Analysis of Local Land Use and Zoning Practices

Part of the required actions for this report include an analysis of each jurisdiction’s
Zoning Code practices and their impact on fair housing choice. In particular, HUD
requires the city to: 1) explain whether the development of affordable housing is
affected by local jurisdiction policies including zoning ordinances and land use controls;
2) identify barriers and local restraints that impede the development of affordable
housing; and 3) describe actions to eliminate or reduce barriers to affordable housing.
This section is meant to identify and analyze barriers to fair housing choice by
addressing one impediment at a time.

A. Special Use Permits
Impediment: Application of a Conditional Use Permit
Current Practice: The Zoning Code distinguishes Senior Citizen Housing and

Handicapped Housing from other Single-Family Residential and Multi-Family
Residential uses by the application of a conditional use permit.

Analysis: This distinction can become discriminatory against persons protected by the
classes of disabilities and family status as defined by the Fair Housing Act as amended
in 1988 and California Assembly Bill 2244 when their housing and related services are
subjected to Conditional Use Permit requirements not equally imposed on similar
Single-Family Residential and Multi-Family Residential uses (see tables below).

Proposed Action: The residential use classifications of Senior Citizen Housing and
Handicapped Housing should be amended so that they are treated identically to other
similar Single-Family Residential and Multi-Family Residential uses.

Summary
The House Committee Report accompanying the Fair Housing Act as amended in 1988

stated that the Act was “intended to prohibit the application of special requirements
through land-use regulations, restrictive covenants, and conditional or special use
permits that have the effect of limiting the ability of (the disabled) to live in the residence
of their choice in the community.” (H.R. Rep. No. 100-711, 100" Cong., 2" Sess.
24,1988). In addition, the strongest fair housing legislation in the country went into effect
in the State of California on January 1, 1994. This is Assembly Bill 2244 (Polanco). This
bill addresses discriminatory land use practices and protected classes of persons.
Section 12955 (l) explicitly prohibits discriminatory “public or private land use practices,
decisions, and authorizations.” This section refers to restrictive covenants, zoning laws
and denials of use permits as examples of possible discriminatory practices. Zoning
regulations precluding or diluting the right of access to housing may be subjected to
heightened scrutiny under the due process or equal protection clauses of AB 2244.
Section 18 outlines the Legislature’s intent concerning “findings and declarations
regarding unlawful housing practices prohibited by this act.” They are:
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a. “That public and private land use practices, decisions, and authorizations have
restricted, in residentially zoned areas, the establishment and operation of group
housing, and other uses;”

b. That persons with disabilities and children who are in need of specialized care and
included within the definition of familial status are significantly more likely than other
persons to live with unrelated persons in group housing;”

c. That this act covers unlawful discriminatory restrictions against group housing for
these persons.”

Concerning Senior Citizen Housing

The Zoning Code defines senior citizen housing as "any housing constructed and
maintained exclusively for residents over fifty-five years of age for active senior housing
or over sixty-two (62) years of age for traditional senior housing, other than residential
care facilities for the elderly (Ord. C-6822.4, 1990: Ord. C-6533.1 (part), 1988.
Impediment: Application of Conditional Use Permit

Current Practice: The Zoning Code distinguishes Senior Citizen Housing from other
similar Multi-Family Residential uses by the application of a conditional use permit.

Analysis: Housing for seniors is protected by law (e.g. California Government Code
Section 65008). Discrimination may occur when their housing and related services are
either prohibited in zone classifications where single-family residential and multi-family
residential are allowed or when senior housing is subjected to Special Use Permit
requirements not equally imposed on other similar single-family residential or multi-
family residential uses. Local governments may not require such permits unless they
are required of other dwellings of similar use.

As noted in the table below, special group residence - senior housing is conditionally
permitted in the R-4 residential districts while a similar use such as multi-family dwelling
is permitted by right.

Table 1. Use Classifications for Multi-Family Residential Districts

Three-, Four-, and Multi-Family Residential Districts

R-3-S | R34 | R-3-T | R-4R | R4N | R4-H | R-4-U
(d)

Single-Family Detached

Single-Family Attached

Duplex

Three-Family Dwelling

Four-Family Dwelling

Multi-Family Dwelling

Townhouse

Modular or Manufactured Housing Unit

olz|<|z|<|<|<|<]|<
olz|<|z|<|<|<|<]|<
olzl<|z|z|z|<|<|z
olz|<|<|<|<|<|<|<
olz|<|<|<|<|<|=<]|<
olz|<|<|<|<|<|<]|<
olz|<|<|<|<|<|<]|<

Mobile Home Park

82




Secondary Housing Units

Special Group Residence -Senior Housing

Special Group Residence -Handicapped Housing

Special Group Residence -Residential Care Facility

Special Group Residence -Communal Housing

Z\1Z2|1Z2|1Z2|1Z2|>
z2\1Z2|1Z2|1Z2|1Z|>

zZ\1Zz1Z2Z2Z2|>

elielielielielp

elielielielielp

OO0 |00|0|>

O0I00|0>

Special Group Residence -Convalescent Hospital

The four R-4 residential zoning districts established by the city are defined as follows
within the Zoning Code:

e The R-4-R district is a moderate density, multifamily residential district with
restrictions on building height. It is intended to provide a moderate density use
consistent in scale with existing older and lower density developments. The district is
designed to encourage full development in established moderate density
neighborhoods. This implements land use district No. 3B of the general plan.

e The R-4-N district is a high density, multifamily residential district. It is intended to
meet the demand of a broad segment of the population which provides a diversity of
housing choices. This implements land use district No. 4 of the general plan.

e The R-4-H district is a high-rise, high density, multifamily residential district. The
district is intended to encourage residential development with a distinctive urban
living environment. This implements land use district No. 6 of the general plan.

e The R-4-U district is a high-density, multifamily residential district. It is intended to
provide housing opportunities in an urban context and design style to support
downtown activity center employment with adjoining housing. This implements land
use district No. 5 of the general plan. (Ord. C-6933 § 10, 1991; Ord. C-6684 § 41
(part), 1990: Ord. C-6533 § 1 (part), 1988).

Senior housing is also not permitted or conditionally permitted in commercial zoning
districts in which multi-family housing is permitted. Table 2 below shows that senior
housing is not permitted in the CNR district. This district is defined as "a mixed-use
district permitting small scale commercial uses and/or moderate density residential
development at R-3-T densities.”

The table 2 also reveals that senior housing is conditionally permitted in the CCR and
CCN districts while multi-family residential is permitted by right. The Community R-4-R
(CCR) District is "similar to the Community Auto-Oriented District, but also permits
moderate density residential development at R-4-R densities." The Community R-4-N
(CCN) District is also similar to the Community Auto-Oriented District, and also "permits
medium density residential development at R-4-N densities."
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Table 2. Commercial Zoning Districts

Commercial Zoning Districts

Neighborhood Districts

Community Districts

CNP CNA CNR | CCA | CCP CCR | CCN
Artist Studio with Residence AP AP AP AP AP AP AP
Caretaker Residence AP AP AP AP AP AP AP
Group Home (6 or less) N N Y N N Y Y
Residential Care Facility (7 or more) N N N N N C C
Residential Historic Landmark Building * * * * * * *
Senior Housing N N N N N C C
Handicapped Housing N N N N N C C
Special Group Housing N N N N N C C
Single-Family Residential N N Y N N Y Y
Multi-Family Residential N N Y N N Y Y

Commercial Zoning Districts

Regional Storage
District District
CHW CS
Artist Studio with Residence AP N
Caretaker Residence AP AP
Group Home (6 or less) N N
Residential Care Facility (7 or more) N N
Residential Historic Landmark Building * *
Senior Housing N N
Handicapped Housing N N
Special Group Housing C N
Single-Family Residential N N
Multi-Family Residential N N

Senior housing is also conditionally permitted in commercial zoning districts of general
applicability in which multi-family housing is permitted. In particular, Table 3 shows that
R-4-N (high density, multifamily residential) housing and R-4-R (moderate density,
multifamily residential) housing is permitted while senior housing in the same districts is

conditionally permitted.

Table 3. Commercial Zoning Districts of General Applicability

Commercial Districts

Housing (c) R-3-T

R-4-N

R-4-R

Active Senior Housing

Traditional Senior Housing

Other Special Group Housing

Caretaker Residence

> 0
Slolojol<|<|<|8

> 0
T|Z|Z|1Z|Z|Z|Z|T

> 0
Zlolo|ol<|<|z|9

Proposed Action: Senior Citizen Housing should be clearly defined and separate from
the definition of Special Group Residential within the Zoning Code and listed under
appropriate zoning classifications so that it is treated identically to Multi-Family Dwelling
within the R-4 residential zoning districts.
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Summary
The House Committee Report accompanying the Fair Housing Act as amended in 1988

(FHAA) stated that the Act was “intended to prohibit the application of special
requirements through land-use regulations, restrictive covenants, and conditional or
special use permits that have the effect of limiting the ability of (the disabled) to live in
the residence of their choice in the community.” (H.R. Rep. No. 100-711, 100" Cong.,
2" Sess. 24,1988). Seniors are protected by the FHAA if they “(1) have a physical or
mental impairment which substantially limits one or more of such person’s major life
activities, (2) a record of having such an impairment, or (3) being regarded as having
such an impairment.” One court has specifically held that, since the elderly as a group
are “regarded as disabled,” they are covered by the FHAA (Casa Marie, Inc. v. Superior
Court of P.R., 752 F. Supp.1152, 1168 (D.P.R. 1990) (Clearinghouse No. 46, 262).

The FHAA under “Discrimination in Residential Real Estate-Related Transactions,”
Section 807 defines “housing for older persons” as housing (A) provided under any
State or Federal program that the Secretary determines is specifically designed and
operated to assist elderly persons (as defined in the State or Federal program); or (B)
intended for, and solely occupied by, persons 62 years of age or older; or (C) intended
and operated for occupancy by at least one person 55 years of age or older per unit.

Thus, Senior Citizen Housing should be defined and listed under appropriate zoning
classifications so that it is treated identically to standard Single-Family Residential and
Multi-Family Residential.

Concerning Handicapped Housing

The Zoning Code defines handicapped housing as "any housing which is designed and
physically improved to accommodate physically handicapped persons. Handicapped
housing does not include residential care facility (Ord. C-6533.1 (part), 1988.
Impediment: Application of Conditional Use Permit

Current Practice: The Zoning Code distinguishes Handicapped Housing from other

similar Single-Family and Multi-Family Residential uses by prohibiting handicapped
housing or by the application of a conditional use permit.

Analysis: Housing for persons with disabilities is protected by law (e.g. Fair Housing
Act as amended in 1988; California Assembly Bill 2244). Discrimination may occur
when their housing and related services are either prohibited in zone classifications
where single-family residential and multi-family residential are allowed or when housing
for persons with disabilities is subjected to Special Use Permit requirements not equally
imposed on other similar single-family residential or multi-family residential uses. Local
governments may not require such permits unless they are required of other dwellings
of similar use.
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As noted in the table below, Special Group Residence - Handicapped Housing is not
permitted while similar uses are permitted. In particular, single-family attached housing
is permitted in all of the single-family residential zoning districts while handicapped
housing is prohibited in each of the same districts.

Table 4. Use Classifications for Single-Family Residential Districts

Single-Family Residential District

R-1-S | R-1-M R-1-L R-1-N R-1-T RM
Single-Family Detached Y Y Y Y Y Y
Single-Family Attached N N N N Y N
Duplex N N N N Y(b) N
Three-Family Dwelling N N N N N N
Four-Family Dwelling N N N N N N
Multi-Family Dwelling N N N N N N
Townhouse N N N N N N
Modular or Manufactured Housing Unit Y Y Y Y Y Y
Mobile Home Park C C C C C C
Secondary Housing Units N N A A N N
Special Group Residence -Senior Housing N N N N N N
Special Group Residence -Handicapped Housing N N N N N N
Special Group Residence -Residential Care Facility N N N N N N
Special Group Residence -Communal Housing N N N N N N
Special Group Residence -Convalescent Hospital N N N N N N

As evident in the table 5, Handicapped Housing is not permitted in two-family residential
zoning districts as well. In particular, single-family attached housing, single-family
detached housing, and two-family (duplex) are permitted in all of the two-family
residential zoning districts while handicapped housing is prohibited in each of the same
districts.

Table 5. Use Classifications for Two-Family Residential Districts

Two-Family Residential District
R-2-S R-2-1 R-2-L R-2-N R-2-A

Single-Family Detached Y Y Y Y Y
Single-Family Attached Y Y Y Y Y
Duplex Y(b) Y Y Y Y(c)
Three-Family Dwelling N N N N Y
Four-Family Dwelling N N N N N
Multi-Family Dwelling N N N N N
Townhouse N N N N Y
Modular or Manufactured Housing Unit Y Y Y Y N
Mobile Home Park C C C C C
Secondary Housing Units N N A A A
Special Group Residence -Senior Housing N N N N N
Special Group Residence -Handicapped Housing N N N N N
Special Group Residence -Residential Care Facility N N N N N
Special Group Residence -Communal Housing N N N N N
Special Group Residence -Convalescent Hospital N N N N N

Table 6 reveals that Handicapped Housing is either not permitted or conditionally
permitted in three-, four-, and multi-family residential zoning districts. In particular,
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single-family attached housing, single-family detached housing, two-family (duplex),
three-family dwelling, four-family dwelling, and multi-family housing is permitted in most
of the zoning districts while handicapped housing is either prohibited or conditionally
permitted in each of the same districts.

Table 6. Use Classifications and Three-, Four-, and Multi-Family Residential
Districts

Three-, Four-, and Multi-Family Residential Districts

R-3-S | R34 | R3-T | R4R | R4-N | R-4-H | R-4-U
(d)

Single-Family Detached

Single-Family Attached

Duplex

Three-Family Dwelling

Four-Family Dwelling

Multi-Family Dwelling

Townhouse

Modular or Manufactured Housing Unit

Mobile Home Park

Secondary Housing Units

Special Group Residence -Senior Housing

Special Group Residence -Handicapped Housing

Special Group Residence -Residential Care Facility

Special Group Residence -Communal Housing

z|z|z|z|z|>|o|z|<|z|<|<]|<|<]|<
z|z|z|z|z|>|0|z|<|z|<|<]|<|<]|<
Z1Z|1Z21Z2|1Z2|1>(0|1Z2|<(Z2|1Z2|1Z2|<|<|Z
olololo|olx|o|z|<|<|<|<|<|<|<
olololo|o>|o|z|<|<|<|<|<|<|<
olololo|ol>|o|z|<|<|<|<|<|<|<
olololo|ol>|o|z|<|<|<|<|<|<|<

Special Group Residence -Convalescent Hospital

Handicapped Housing is either not permitted or conditionally permitted in commercial
zoning districts as well. Table 7 is a summary of table 2 that only includes handicapped
housing and single-family residential and multi-family residential housing. Table 2
reveals that handicapped housing is not permitted in the CNR district while single-family
and multi-family residential housing is. Also, handicapped housing is conditionally
permitted in the CCR and CCN zoning districts while single-family and multi-family
residential housing is permitted by right.

Table 7. Commercial Zoning Districts: Neighborhood and Community

Commercial Zoning Districts

Neighborhood Community
Districts Districts
CNP CNA | CNR | CCA CCP CCR | CCN
Handicapped Housing N N N N N C C
Single-Family Residential N N Y N N Y Y
Multi-Family Residential N N Y N N Y Y

Table 8 is exactly the same as table 3 above which reveals that handicapped housing is
not listed among the residential uses within the commercial zoning districts of general
applicability. As a result, it is assumed that handicapped housing is prohibited (unless
assumed under Other Special Group Housing) while R-3-T ("a district that permits a
townhouse or row house residential district on small (especially shallow) lots"), R-4-N
(high density, multifamily residential) housing and R-4-R (moderate density, multifamily
residential) housing is permitted.
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Table 8. Commercial Zoning Districts of General Applicability

Commercial Districts

Housing (¢) R-3-T

R-4-N

R-4-R

Active Senior Housing

Traditional Senior Housing

Other Special Group Housing

-UIOO()-<-<-<8
%ZZZZZZ(I)
> (@)
-UOOO-<-<Z 1

Caretaker Residence

Proposed Action: Handicapped Housing should be more clearly defined and separate
from the definition of Special Group Residential within the Zoning Code and listed under
appropriate zoning classifications so that it is treated identically to other Single-family
Residential as well as Multi-Family Dwelling within the R-4 residential zoning districts.

Summary
The House Committee Report accompanying the Fair Housing Act as amended in 1988

(FHAA) stated that the Act was ‘“intended to prohibit the application of special
requirements through land-use regulations, restrictive covenants, and conditional or
special use permits that have the effect of limiting the ability of (the disabled) to live in
the residence of their choice in the community.” (H.R. Rep. No. 100-711, 100" Cong.,
2" Sess. 24,1988).

The definition of handicapped (disability) contained in the Fair Housing Act as amended
in 1988 is as follows: “Disability means, with respect to a persons (1) a physical or
mental impairment which substantially limits one or more of such person’s major life
activities, (2) a record of having such impairment, or (3) being regarded as having such
impairment, but such term does not include current, illegal use of or addiction to a
controlled substance.” It is recommended that this definition of disability be added into
the zoning code.

Concerning Social Service Office (without food distribution)

Impediment: Social Service Office (without food distribution) and the Application of
Special Use Permits

Current Practice: The use classification of Social Service Office (without food
distribution) is used to require non-profit organizations to apply for a Conditional Use
Permit (CUP) for offices for business transactions and service provision while other type
of organizations (for-profit organizations) are not so required.

Analysis: The result is that all persons, including protected classes of persons, and the
non-profit agencies that serve them are subjected to disparate treatment and
institutional bias.
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Proposed Action: the use classification of Social Service Office (without food
distribution) and the use classification Professional Services should be treated
identically.

Summary
An office is defined as "a place where business is transacted or a service is provided,

with an emphasis on record keeping, clerical and administrative activities. (Ord. C-6533
§ 1 (part), 1988). Currently, non-profit organizations have to apply for a CUP for a Social
Service Office (without food distribution) for business transactions and service provision
while for-profit organizations) are not so required as noted in tables 9 and 10 below.

Table 9. Commercial Zoning Districts

Commercial Zoning Districts
Neighborhood Districts Community Districts
CNP CNA CNR | CCA | CcCP CCR | CCN
Professional Services® Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
Social Service Office (without food dist) AP AP AP AP AP AP AP
Commercial Zoning Districts
Regional Storage
District District
CHW CS
Professional Services Y N
Social Service Office (without food dist) AP AP

*includes accounting, advertising, architecture, artist studio, bookkeeping, business headquarters,
chiropractic, computer programming, consulting, contracting, dentistry, engineering, insurance, law,
marketing, medicine, photography, psychiatry, psychology, real estate, or tax preparation.

Table 10. Commercial Zoning Districts of General Applicability

Commercial Districts
CO CH CT
Professional Services Y Y Y
Social Service Office (without food dist) C Y N

As noted above, federal and state fair housing law refers to denials of conditional or
special use permits as examples of possible discriminatory practices. The application of
special requirements through land-use regulations have the effect of limiting the ability
of protected classes of people, such as persons with disabilities, to live in the residence
of their choice in the community. In addition, Title Il of the Americans With Disabilities
Act (ADA), 42 U.S.C. Sections 12131 - 12134 applies to all zoning activities undertaken
by public entities. The anti-discrimination provision in Title Il employs expansive
language intended to reach all actions taken by public entities; it states as follows: “(N)o
gualified individual with a disability shall, by reason of such disability, be excluded from
participation in or be denied the benefits of the services, programs, or activities of a
public entity, or be subjected to discrimination by such entity.”
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B. Additional Recommendations

In addition, there are other recommendations to ensure equal opportunity of housing
choice for all persons including those persons protected by law under the classifications
of disabilities and familial status. These recommendations include 1) adding a definition
of emergency shelter and classifying and treating this use classification identically with
other similar uses (e.g. hotels/motels) in the Zoning Code; and 2) adding a definition of
transitional housing and classifying and treating this use classification identically with
other similar uses (e.g. multi-family dwellings) in the Zoning Code.

Concerning Emergency Shelter

Impediment: Zoning Code does not indicate if Emergency Shelter is treated identically
to other similar uses.

Current Practice: The Zoning Code does not define or incorporate emergency shelter
as a use classification in existing zones.

Analysis: Adding a definition of emergency shelter and designating it as a use
classification supports the state legislative intent concerning the provision of emergency
shelters found in Government Code Section 65008.

Proposed Action: The Zoning Code should be amended to include a definition of
emergency shelter and be incorporated as a use classification and treated similar to
other use classifications with similar characteristics.

Summary
There are other types of housing, in which protected classes of people, including

persons with disabilities and adults with children under 18 years (familial status), are
more likely than other persons to live with unrelated persons, that are not included in the
Zoning Code. One such housing type is emergency shelter.

It is recommended that emergency shelter be defined and incorporated as a use
classification with the Zoning Code. Such a definition should be consistent with the
definition used by the Department of Housing and Urban Development. HUD's definition
includes the idea that emergency shelters provides overnight shelter and fulfills a
resident’s basic needs (i.e., food, clothing, medical care), either on-site or through off-
site services. An emergency shelter provides case management which links clients to
the City’s continuum of care including support services. Clients usually move into
transitional housing after their stay but, when appropriate, may move into service-
enriched or independent-living affordable housing. Emergency shelters include short-
term facilities such as cold weather shelters (one day at a time) and hotels, motels, or
other similar facilities that provide temporary residence (up to seven days) by accepting
vouchers, certificates, or coupons that can be redeemed by low income individuals or
families for temporary residence.
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Adding a definition supports the state legislative intent concerning emergency shelters.
In 1984 the State Legislature amended Government Code Section 65008 to include
emergency shelters. It expressed the following legislative intent:

“The Legislature finds and declares that because of economic, physical, and mental
conditions that are beyond their control, thousands of individuals and families in
California are homeless. Churches, local governments, and nonprofit organizations
providing assistance to the homeless have been overwhelmed by a new class of
homeless; families with children, individuals with employable skills, and formerly middle-
class families and individuals with long work histories.

The programs provided by the state, local, and federal governments, and by private
institutions, have been unable to meet existing needs and further action is necessary.
The Legislature finds and declares that two levels of housing assistance are needed: an
emergency fund to supplement temporary housing and the creation of new housing
units affordable to very low-income households. It is in the public interest for the State of
California to provide this assistance.

The Legislature further finds and declares that their is a need for more information on
the numbers of homeless and the causes of homelessness, and for systematic
exploration of more comprehensive solutions to the problem. Both local and state
government have a role to play in identifying, understanding, and devising solutions to
the problem of homelessness.”

Concerning Transitional Housing

Impediment: Zoning Code does not indicate if Transitional Housing is treated identically
to other similar uses.

Current Practice: The Zoning Code does not define or incorporate transitional housing
as a use classification in existing zones.

Analysis: Adding a definition of transitional housing and designating it as a use
classification supports the Department of Housing and Urban Development’s intent to
link individuals and families staying in emergency shelters to transitional housing for
further supportive social services.

Proposed Action: The Zoning Code should be amended to include a definition of
transitional housing and be incorporated as a use classification and treated identically to
similar single-family residential and multi-family residential uses.

Summary
It is recommended that a definition of transitional housing be consistent with the

definition used by the Department of Housing and Urban Development. HUD notes that
such housing is a facility that provides housing for up to 2 years. In addition, residents
are linked to a high level of rehabilitative services which include substance abuse and
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mental health care interventions, employment services, individual and group counseling
and life skills training designed to prepare clients for supportive permanent affordable
housing or independent-living permanent affordable housing.

It is also recommended that transitional housing be treated identically to standard
single-family residential and multi-family residential. As noted above in section B
Special Use Permits, federal and state fair housing law refers to denials of conditional or
special use permits as examples of possible discriminatory practices. The application of
special requirements through land-use regulations have the effect of limiting the ability
of protected classes of people, such as persons with disabilities, to live in the residence
of their choice in the community. In addition, Title Il of the Americans With Disabilities
Act (ADA), 42 U.S.C. Sections 12131 - 12134 applies to all zoning activities undertaken
by public entities. The anti-discrimination provision in Title Il employs expansive
language intended to reach all actions taken by public entities; it states as follows: “(N)o
qualified individual with a disability shall, by reason of such disability, be excluded from
participation in or be denied the benefits of the services, programs, or activities of a
public entity, or be subjected to discrimination by such entity.”
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G. Accessibility of Housing to People with Disabilities

People with disabilities are entitled to the same range of choices of neighborhoods and
styles of housing that other housing consumers enjoy. To reach this goal, zoning,
architectural and attitudinal barriers must be eliminated.

The Fair Housing Amendment Act of 1988 expanded coverage of Title VIII of the Civil
Rights Act of 1968 (The Fair Housing Act) to prohibit discriminatory housing practices
based on “handicap” and familial status. The Act requires housing providers to make
reasonable accommodations, which are changes in the “rules, policies, practices, or
services, when such accommodations may be necessary to afford such person equal
opportunity to use and enjoy a dwelling.” A simple example of a reasonable
accommodation would be to wave a “no pet” policy for a person who is visually impaired
and lives with a guide dog. The Act also requires housing providers to allow a tenant to
make reasonable modifications to their housing unit. These modifications are made at
the tenants expense when such accommodations are necessary to afford such a person
equal opportunity to use and enjoy that dwelling. A housing provider may require a
tenant to escrow the cost of returning property to its original condition if the
modifications to be made would interfere with a future tenant’s use and enjoyment of the
premises, and a housing provider may require alterations to be made by a certified
contractor. A simple example of a modification would be to allow a tenant to build a
ramp or widen the doorways for wheelchair access.

A disability is defined under the Fair Housing Act as a physical or mental impairment,
which substantially limits one or more of such person’s major life activities. Included
within this protected class are also persons who have a record of having a disability or
are perceived to have a disability. The Act provides protection to people recovering from
alcohol or drug addiction and persons living with HIV or AIDS. It does not include
current, illegal use of a controlled substance or any individual who poses a “direct threat
to the health or safety of others individuals or whose tenancy would result in substantial
physical damage to the property of others.”

Protection provided for persons with disabilities are unique to those provided for other
protected classes under the Fair Housing Act in that the provisions actually call for
affirmative actions to be taken by housing providers, municipalities and other in
removing barriers to fair housing choice for people with disabilities. Congress believed
that the accessibility provisions of the Act would: 1) facilitate the ability of persons with
disabilities to enjoy full use of their homes without imposing unreasonable requirements
on homebuilders, landlords and non-tenants; 2) be essential for equal access and to
avoid future de facto exclusions of persons with disabilities; and 3) be easy to
incorporate in housing design and construction.

In 1999, The City of Long Beach adopted an ordinance (Ord. C-7639) incorporating
provisions to provide people with disabilities reasonable accommodations in rules,
policies, practices and procedures that may be necessary to ensure equal access to
housing. The ordinance “provides a process for individuals with disabilities to make
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requests for reasonable accommodations in regard to relief from the various land use,
zoning, or building laws, rules, policies, practices and/or procedures of the City” that
may serve as barriers to equal access to housing.

1) Distinguishing Between the Fair Housing Act (FHA) and the Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) Concerning Accessibility

The Fair Housing Act (FHA) should not be confused with the Americans with Disabilities
Act (ADA) in regards to accessibility for persons with disabilities. The ADA covers
activities of state and local governments and the buildings in which they operate and
public accommodations such as movie theaters, hotels, and restaurants. The FHA
applies residential dwellings including public, private and assisted (subsidized) housing.
As a result, builders and developers often believe that if they are meeting the guidelines
of the ADA than they have fulfilled all their responsibilities in regards to accessibility for
persons with disabilities. This is not necessarily true.

Under the FHA, the accessibility provisions apply to the following types of housing:

New buildings designed for first occupancy after March 13, 1991,

All housing, including privately financed housing;

Buildings with four or more units;

All units in elevator buildings; ground floor units in non-elevator buildings;
Single-story townhouses/patio homes;

Timeshares; dormitories; residential homeless shelters;

Existing buildings with additions of four or more units.

NookwNpE

Under the FHA, buildings covered by the law must comply with the following
requirements:

1. The building entrance must be on an accessible route;

2. All public and common use areas of the building must be accessible;

3. All the doors must be designed sufficiently wide to allow passage by wheelchair
users into and within the premises;

4. There must be an accessible route into and through the dwelling unit;

5. Light switches and other environmental controls must be located in accessible
locations;

6. Reinforcements in bathroom walls are required to allow later installation of grab
bars;

7. Kitchen and bathrooms must be designed so that an individual in a wheelchair can
maneuver about the space.

While the ADA does not generally apply to residential housing, certain ADA issues arise
with the accessibility of common use areas in residential developments if the facilities
are open to persons other than owners, residents, and their guests. Examples include:
sales and rental offices, sales areas in model homes, pools and clubs open to the
general public, and reception rooms that can be rented to non-residents.
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The City of Long Beach and the Fair Housing Foundation should obtain a copy of The
Fair Housing Act Design Manual: A Manual to Assist Designers and Builders in Meeting
the Accessibility Requirements of the Fair Housing Act, published by the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) Office of Fair Housing and
Equal Opportunity, by contacting the HUD Distribution Center at (800) 767-7468.
Request a copy of publication HUD-1733-FHEO Revised April 1998.

2) Compliance with Accessibility Requirements

The HUD Offices of Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity and the Community Planning
and Development Department recently issued a joint notice urging federal grant
recipient jurisdictions to examine compliance with the accessibility requirements of the
Fair Housing Act by both public and private housing providers. HUD has called upon
jurisdictions in their Al study to review their building codes to determine if they have
incorporated accessibility requirements of Section 504, the Fair Housing Act, Title Il of
the ADA, etc. for both multifamily and single family housing.

In January 2001, HUD officially endorsed a new building code document that clarifies
the federal Fair Housing Accessibility Guidelines for planners and builders to ensure
that new multifamily housing developments are accessible to people with disabilities.
The “Code Requirements for Housing Accessibility” (CRHA) published by the
International Code Council (ICC) clearly communicates in building code language the
federal multifamily construction accessibility requirements contained in the Fair Housing
Act. The CRHA was designed to enable local jurisdictions to adopt these codes and
enforce provisions that are at least equivalent to the Act’s requirements through their
routine code enforcement activities.

A review of the City of Long Beach Municipal Code found no reference to the
accessibility requirements contained in the Fair Housing Act and other applicable
documents. Nor does the City have any provisions for ensuring that new housing
construction meets any accessibility requirements contained in state and federal law. It
is quite possible that City staff is inadvertently approving plans without ensuring
compliance with fair housing laws, and thus contributing to compliance problems.

The City of Long Beach should adopt the ICC Code Requirements for Housing
Accessibility (CHRA) as part of its planning and zoning code requirements. The
Accessibility guidelines provided in the CHRA should be spelled out completely and not
just referenced in the code in order to provide guidance to all planners and builders
seeking approvals and permits from the City. Having building code requirements
consistent with the accessibility requirements of the Fair Housing Act will significantly
increase the amount of accessible multifamily housing available in the City.
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3) Visitability in Housing

VisitAbility is a HUD endorsed movement to enhance the user-friendlyness of all
housing to include the needs of everyone, regardless of their physical abilities.
Visitability allows mobility-impaired individuals to visit families and friends where this
might otherwise not be possible. Homes in the community can welcome guests who use
wheelchairs or walkers, or have some other form of mobility impairment. A visitable
home also serves persons without disabilities such as a mother pushing a stroller or a
person delivering a large appliance. Residents are more likely to be able to remain in
their homes as they age and make difficult times of aging, accident or iliness less trying.

Most homes have steps at every entrance, and have bathroom doors that are narrower
than other interior passage doors. Visitability encourages housing designed with:

e At least one entrance with a no step entryway;

e 32 inch clear passage through all interior doors, hallways and passageways
(including bathrooms)

e at least one bath on the main floor accessibly designed (including
reinforcement built into the walls to accommodate grab bars)

There is presently an active movement nationwide to encourage local jurisdictions to
incorporate “Visitability” concepts into their planning and building practices. A number of
communities nationwide have adopted a “Visitability Ordinance” calling for new housing
construction that uses public financial assistance to meet minimal visitability standards.
The City of Long Beach should explore adopting such an ordinance.
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H. Fair Housing and Lead-Based Paint

The City of Long Beach has approximately 170,388 housing units of which nearly 39%
(66,000) were constructed before 1950. Lead-based paint containing up to 50% lead
was in common use through the 1940s. Although the use and manufacture of interior
lead-based paint declined during the 1950s, exterior lead-based paint and some interior
lead-based paint continued to be available until the mid1970s when Congress banned it
in 1978. Lead-based paint is still available for industrial, military, and marine use and
occasionally ends up being used in homes.

The City has noted in its 2000-2005 Consolidated Plan submission, that about half of its
pre-1950 housing units are located in low- or very low income census tracts. This
housing is characterized by renter-occupied units in poor condition including
deteriorating interior and exterior paint on walls and surfaces, mold and mildew, wall
openings, leaking roofs, malfunctioning heaters, and unsafe windows. An estimated
30,000 residential units in low- and very low-income housing census tracts are poorly
maintained and have extensive environmental hazards.

The issue of lead-based paint in housing is recognized as a fair housing concern
because of the overconcentration of housing containing lead-based paint in low- or very
low-income neighborhoods coupled with the over-representation of protected class
groups residing in these neighborhoods. As noted above, more than half of the pre-
1950 housing units in the City of Long Beach are concentrated in low-income
neighborhoods all of which have a high concentration of protected class individuals
particularly African American, Latino, Asian and families with children particularly those
headed by single females.

Children under the age of six are particularly vulnerable to lead poisoning both because
they are more likely to ingest lead in housing situations and because ingested lead can
adversely affect the development of children’s brains, central nervous systems, and
other organ systems. Recent studies have shown that simply breathing dust particles
that are in the air because of the opening and closing of lead-based painted windows
can be just as hazardous as the “ingestion” of lead paint. Nearly five percent, almost 1
million, American children ages 1 to 5 suffer from lead poisoning. The rates are much
higher among low-income children and African American children living in older
housing.

The importance of this issue has raised questions concerning lead-based paint and the
requirements of the Fair Housing Act, particularly as it relates to rental housing for
families with children.

First, it is illegal under the Fair Housing Act to not rent to families with children, unless
the landlord is otherwise exempt for instance, as housing for older persons. Case law
has stated that a landlord cannot discourage a potential tenant or determine for them
that a property is safe or unsafe for their children. Examples include: steep stairways,
steep balconies, busy streets and the presence of dangerous equipment. Case law has
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determined that it is up to the parent to determine if a situation is appropriate for their
children, not for the landlord to make that determination for them. The presence of lead
based paint is a similar situation.

If a unit has not undergone lead hazard control treatments, the housing provider must
advise the family of the condition of the unit (see section 1018 of the Residential Lead-
Based Paint Hazard Reduction Act of 1992), but may not decline to allow the family to
occupy the unit because the family has children. It would also violate the Fair Housing
Act for a housing provider to seek to terminate the tenancy of a family residing in a unit
where lead-based paint hazards have not been controlled against the family’s wishes
because of the presence of children in the household.

A housing provider may affirmatively market units where lead-based paint hazards have
been removed to families with children. In addition, if a landlord has removed the lead-
based paint hazards from certain apartments, those apartments can be set-aside
specifically for families with children. It is recommended that if the housing provider
plans to use this method, that the units chosen for lead-based paint removal be
distributed throughout the complex and not segregated to one building or area of the
complex.

Since 1995, the City’'s Department of Health and Human Services has received $8
million in grants to address potential lead-based paint hazards. The City’s strategy is
designed around the following five-point program: (1) a community education and
awareness program; (2) blood testing for young children in families below 200% of the
poverty line; (3) housing and environmental inspections; (4) grants and loans for repairs;
and (5) a monitoring program. In April 1998, the City initiated a program called the Long
Beach Lead-Safe Affordable Housing Program. The program was designed to assess
and control lead-based paint hazards in owner-occupied and renter-occupied housing.
Approximately 150 units of pre-1950 affordable housing with at-risk populations
(children under 6 years of age) were addressed during the 1999-2000 program year.
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I. Public Housing and Housing Assistance in the City of Long Beach

The availability and location of public and assisted housing may be a fair housing
concern. If such housing is concentrated in one area of a community, a household
seeking affordable housing is limited to choices within the area. Public/assisted housing
and housing assistance must be accessible to qualified households regardless of
race/ethnicity, disability, or other special characteristics. This section addresses only
key housing programs administered within the City of Long Beach.

The City of Long Beach offers housing assistance through the Long Beach Housing
Authority in the form of Section 8 vouchers. Section 8 is a rent subsidy program that
helps very low-income families and seniors pay rent to private landlords. Section 8
tenants pay a minimum of 30% of their income for rent and the City of Long Beach pays
the difference up to the payment standard established by HUD. The program offers
very low-income households the opportunity to obtain affordable, privately owned rental
housing and to increase their housing choices. The City of Long Beach establishes
payment standards based on HUD established Fair Market Rents. The owner’s asking
price must be supported by comparable rents in the area. The program participant pays
any amount in the excess of the payment standard.

|Section 8 Vouchers

6,150 households receive Section 8 assistance from the City of Long Beach Housing
Authority. Among the recipients, less than 1% are American Indian/Alaskan Native or
Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander, 3% declined to state their race, 23% Asian, 23%
White, and 50% Black/African American.

Section 8 Vouchers by Unit Size Section 8 Vouchers Participant Income
o Section 8 Annual Income Households | Percentage
Unit Size Households Percentage $0 — $15.000 2351 70975
0 - Bedroom 24 -39 $15,001 - $30,000 1720 27.97
1 — Bedroom 1927 31.33 $30,001 - $45,000 75 1.22
2 — Bedroom 2345 38.13 $45,001> 4 .07
3 — Bedroom 1481 24.08
4 — Bedroom 311 5.06
5 — Bedroom 53 .86
6 — Bedroom 9 .15

Since the demand for housing assistance often exceeds the limited resources available,
long waiting periods are common. The Housing Authority of the City of Long Beach
currently has a waiting list of 17,475 applicants. The amount of time spent of the
waiting list often varies and can be very long. These wait times can disproportionately
impact the elderly, who may be frail and have health problems. Unfortunately, some
elderly residents on the waiting list may not live long enough to receive assistance.
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Another critical issue is the increasing lack of interest of landlords to participate in the
Section 8 program. Given the very tight housing market, many rental properties have no
problem renting out units at market rates, which continue to rise. Include in this the very
stringent Housing Quality Standards that must accompany Section 8 assisted
households and the financial incentives to participate in the Section 8 program are less
attractive in a very tight housing market than in a housing market with high vacancy
rates.

Public Housing Projects

The City of Long Beach does not own and/or manages and public developments;
however, the Housing Authority of the County of Los Angeles (HACoLA) owns and
manages the Carmelitos Housing Development located within the City of Long Beach.
There 713 units in the development. 558 of these units are family units and the
remaining 155 are Senior/Disabled units. There are less than 1% American Indian, 4%
Asian, 7% White, 28% Latino and 61% Black currently residing within the Carmelitos
Housing Development. Most residents in housing development have extremely low
incomes, with 59 percent of the households having annual incomes of less than
$10,000. Many households rely on Supplemental Security Income (SSI) and Social
Security for subsistence. Within the Carmelitos Housing Development 2% of the
residents receive General Assistance, 4% Child Support, 2% Other Sources, 2%
Pension, 3% Unemployment, 22% Wages/Employment, 25% Temporary Assistance to
Needy Families (TANF) and 40% SSl/Social Security. Given that most of the majority of
the residents are either elderly persons age 62 or older or children under the age of 18.
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V. The Fair Housing Plan for the City of Long Beach

Equal and free access to residential housing (housing choice) is fundamental to meeting
essential needs and pursuing personal, educational, employment and other goals.
Because housing choice is so critical, fair housing is a goal that government leaders,
public officials and private citizens must be fully committed to if equality of opportunity is
to become a reality.

The City of Long Beach is firmly committed to affirmatively furthering fair housing choice
for all in our community. The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
requires jurisdictions receiving funding from federal housing and community
development programs to certify that they will affirmatively further fair housing by:

(1) conducting an analysis to identify impediments to fair housing choice within the
jurisdiction;

(2) taking appropriate actions to overcome the effects of any impediments identified
through the analysis;

(3) maintaining records reflecting the analysis and actions taken in this regard.

HUD provides further guidance for Fair Housing Planning that interprets those broad
objectives to mean:

e Analyze and eliminate housing discrimination in the jurisdiction;
e Promote fair housing choice for all persons;

e Provide opportunities for inclusive patterns of housing occupancy regardless of race,
color, religion, sex, familial status, disability and national origin;

e Promote housing that is structurally accessible to, and usable by, all persons,
particularly person with disabilities;

e Foster compliance with the nondiscrimination provisions of the Fair Housing Act as
well as state and local fair housing laws.

The following outlines the City’s plan to continue our efforts to affirmatively further fair
housing choice over the next five years. The Fair Housing Plan outlined below is
presented in two parts — a) our commitment to continue to foster compliance with
federal and state fair housing laws and promote fair housing choice for all persons
within the City through the provision of comprehensive fair housing services available to
Long Beach consumers and housing providers and; b) our commitment to take
appropriate actions to overcome the effects of any impediments identified through the
analysis of impediments study.
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A.

FAIR HOUSING SERVICES

The City of Long Beach has an ongoing commitment to providing comprehensive fair
housing education, outreach, counseling and enforcement for the benefit of housing
consumers and providers. Fair Housing services to be provided under contract with The
Fair Housing Foundation shall include:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

9)

Enforcement of fair housing laws through intake, investigation and processing of
allegations of illegal housing discrimination complaints reported by Long Beach
housing consumers.

Comprehensive counseling, information, referral and conciliation services provided
to housing consumers and providers seeking assistance with both fair housing and
general housing issues and concerns.

Expanded educational audit services to include a minimum of 10 random tests
conducted annually. Annual audits will be structured to focus on one protected class
each year.

Education and Outreach services to include certificate trainings to housing industry
professionals, tenant workshops, landlord workshops, presentations, staffing of
booths, paid advertisements, public service announcements and literature
distribution.

Education and outreach services specifically to the Cambodian community to include
fair housing workshops, paid advertisements, public service announcements and
literature distribution

Provide education, training and outreach regarding Fair Housing Laws and issues of
cultural sensitivity for local realtors, rental property owners, managers, and agents.

Conduct a Habitability Program to assist housing consumers in getting repairs made
through case intake, counseling and documentation.

Mediations of general housing complaints between owner/landlord and tenant.

Expand FHF Client Intake Form to include information on whether clients are seniors
and/or disabled.

10)Track and review, on a periodic basis, all general housing complaints (such as

substandard conditions, harassment, etc.) for patterns that may demonstrate fair
housing implications.

11)Review on an annual basis any recurring and flagrant problems related to fair

housing and suggest appropriate responses.

102



B. EFFORTS TO IDENTIFY AND ELIMINATE IMPEDIMENTS TO FAIR HOUSING
CHOICE IN THE CITY OF LONG BEACH

In addition to providing fair housing enforcement and education services, The City of
Long Beach shall work with its fair housing service provider (The Fair Housing
Foundation), as well as other interested parties in the community, to identify additional
resources in order to take actions to overcome the effects of any impediments identified
through this analysis of impediments study. Based on the finding and recommendations
contained in this analysis of impediments study, the City of Long Beach shall conduct
the following activities over the next five years.

1. Investigate Housing Segregation Patterns within the eastern part of the City

e Conduct in-depth audit testing of housing practices within the rental and sales
markets focused on the area containing the 17 census tracts with more than 75%
white residents to identify potential violations of fair housing laws.

e Conduct an in-depth examination and analysis of Home Mortgage Disclosure Act
Data available on potential borrowers collected over the last 10 years within the area
containing the same 17 census tracts to identify potential violations of fair housing
laws.

e Work with the City Attorney’s office and the Department of Housing and Urban
Development to follow-up on findings that suggest potential violations of fair housing
laws and pursue available enforcement actions.

2. Investigate and Address Evidence of Differential Treatment Faced by
African Americans in the Rental Housing Market

e Conduct citywide random audits of rental vacancies to identify potential violations of
fair housing laws.

e Conduct interviews with a sampling of African American clients served by the Fair
Housing Foundation to identify pattern and practice

e Work with the City Attorney’s office and the Department of Housing and Urban
Development to follow-up on findings that suggest potential violations of fair housing
laws and pursue available remedies including enforcement actions.

e Develop special promotional campaign to discourage discriminatory practices

3. Examine and Address Housing Challenges Specifically Faced by Female
Headed Households in the Rental Housing Market

e Conduct interviews with a sampling of clients from female-headed households
served by the Fair Housing Foundation to identify pattern and practice.
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Conduct focus groups with women from female-headed households, including single
women with children to identify issues and concerns specific to this population.

Analyze the results of interview and focus groups and work with the Fair Housing
Foundation and other community organizations to develop a strategy to address
issues and concerns specific to this population.

4. Expand Promotion of Fair Housing Choice for All in the Long Beach
Housing Market

Promote fair housing information and services on the City’s public access channel
through PSA’s, video presentations and other available opportunities.

Provide Fair Housing information on the City’s official website and provide a link to
the Fair Housing Foundation site. Create a consolidated housing information section
on the City’s website.

Work with the Fair Housing Foundation along with the Neighborhood Resources
Center and other appropriate organization on an expanded education and outreach
effort to promote Fair Housing issues, concerns and activities.

Work with organizations specifically serving the Latino and Asian communities in the
city and other appropriate groups to conduct a citywide promotional campaign in
several languages to inform housing providers and consumers about the rights and
obligations under state and federal fair housing laws

Work with the Fair Housing Foundation and other appropriate organizations to
conduct a citywide education and outreach campaign to promote greater awareness
amongst housing consumers and providers about rights and obligations under fair
housing laws as they relate to families with children and people with disabilities.

5. Home Mortgage Financing Issues

Conduct a detailed examination and analysis of home mortgage lending patterns
and practices within the City to determine if there is a pattern and practice of
discriminatory lending and/or redlining taking place in the City.

Initiate a broad-based open dialogue with representatives of lending institutions
participating in the residential credit market in the City to develop strategies and
programs to increase the mortgage lending awards to African American and
Hispanic/Latino households purchasing in Long Beach.

The City of Long Beach and the Fair Housing Foundation should establish a "No
Tolerance of Predatory Lending" educational campaign. The campaign should
provide suggestions to help homeowners avoid getting trapped into a predatory loan
and provide information about "how to look for the right loan."
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6. Revisions to the Zoning Code

Present the findings and recommendations contained within this Analysis of
Impediment study to City Zoning officials for review and appropriate action.

Work with City Zoning officials to amend the zoning code based on the
recommendations in this study to ensure compliance with applicable Fair Housing
laws.

7. Accessible Housing for People with Disabilities

Present the findings and recommendations contained within this Al study to City
Planning and Building officials for review and appropriate action.

Work with City Planning and Building officials to incorporate Fair Housing
accessibility guidelines into all applicable planning, building and zoning codes.

Work with City Planning and Building officials to review the residential building plan
approval process and ensure that accessibility requirements are included in the plan
check process and that staff is properly trained to apply these requirements.

Work with appropriate organizations to conduct a more comprehensive review of
specific issues and concerns affecting fair housing choice for people with disabilities
in the City of Long Beach.

Conduct an inventory of all housing stock covered by the 1988 amendments to the
Fair Housing Act to review compliance with accessibility guidelines.

Work with the City Attorney’s office and the Department of Housing and Urban
Development to follow-up on findings from the inventory that suggest potential
violations of fair housing laws and pursue available remedies including enforcement
actions when appropriate.

8. Document and Maintain Records of Efforts to Affirmatively Further Fair
Housing in the City of Long Beach

Collect and analyze relevant data on City housing and community development
programs to determine whether program recipients, especially protected class
groups, receive a fair share of benefits and whether housing subsidies are
appropriately dispersed throughout the jurisdiction.

Work with the Fair Housing Foundation to document and maintain records of all

actions taken by the City to address and overcome to the effects of any impediments
identified through the Analysis of Impediments study.
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SUMMARY OF Al IMPEDIMENTS AND ACCOMPLISHMENTS

Name of Grantee: City of Long Beach

RESPONSIBLE

population of
each census
tract.

suggest
potential
violations and
pursue
available
enforcement
actions

DATE IF THE
ENTITIES YEAR TO BE
IMPEDIMENTS STRATGIES ASSIGNED TO BENCHMARK PROPOSED COMPLETED COMPLETED | IMPEDIMENT
GOALS TO MEET THE . . . . (Identify which WAS NOT
TO BE MEET GOALS In which year of INVESTMENT (Is it contained in
(What do you GOALS ; year of the ADDRESSED,
ADDRESSED . (Identify the your Con/Plan do (Amount of your -
- hope to (How will you 7 . . - Consolidated PROVIDE AN
(List by degree ; . organizations you plan to achieve | money) (Funding Consolidated .
; achieve?) achieve your ; . . Plan the action | EXPLANATIO
of importance) who will be this? Source) Plan Action Plan
goals?) undertaking the Goals?) was N AS TO WHY
. King ' addressed) AND WHEN
impediment)
B.
Jurisdictional
Profile
Finding 1: Investigate Conduct 17 in- | Fair Housing 2002/2003 $1,500 per year to | Ongoing 2002/2003 N/A
While Whites Housing depth audits of | Foundation of FHF
make up 33.1% | Segregation housing Long Beach (FHF)
of the total Patterns practices in the
population of within the 17 census
the City, the eastern part tracts to
eastern part of | of the City. identify
the city potential
contains 17 violations of
census tracts fair housing FHF, City
in which laws. Attorney’s office 2003/2004 Ongoing 2003/2004 N/A
Whites make and HUD
up at least 75% Follow-up on
of the total findings that
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RESPONSIBLE

DATE IF THE
ENTITIES YEAR TO BE
IMPEDIMENTS STRATGIES ASSIGNED TO BENCHMARK PROPOSED COMPLETED COMPLETED | IMPEDIMENT
GOALS TO MEET THE . : . . (Identify which WAS NOT
TO BE MEET GOALS In which year of INVESTMENT (Is it contained in
ADDRESSED (What do you GOA.LS (Identify the our Con/Plan do Amount of our year O.f the ADDRESSED,
y y ( y
(List by degree hope to (How will you organizations you plan to achieve | money) (Funding Consolidated Consolidated PROVIDE AN
; achieve?) achieve your ; . : Plan the action | EXPLANATIO
of importance) who will be this? Source) Plan Action Plan
goals?) undertaking the Goals?) was NAS TO WHY
. . | addressed) AND WHEN
impediment)
C. Current
Fair Housing
Profile
Finding 1: Investigate Conduct 20 FHF 2002/2003 $1,800 per year to | Ongoing 2002/2004 N/A
Black/African and address citywide FHF
American evidence of random audits
households differential of rental
face a treatment vacancies to
disproportion faced by identify
ate number of African potential
fair housing Americans in | violations of
issues in the the Rental fair housing FHF 2003/2004 Ongoing 2003/2004 N/A
City of Long Housing laws.
Beach. Market
Representing Conduct
14.5% of the interviews with
population, a sampling of
while African
reporting American
36.7% of clients served FHF, City 2004/2005 Ongoing 2004/2005 N/A
housing by FHF to Attorney’s office
complaints identify pattern | and HUD
and 45% of and practice.
housing

discriminatio
n complaints
filed.

Follow-up on
findings that
suggest
potential
violations and
pursue
available
enforcement
actions
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RESPONSIBLE

DATE IF THE
ENTITIES YEAR TO BE
IMPEDIMENTS STRATGIES ASSIGNED TO BENCHMARK PROPOSED COMPLETED COMPLETED | IMPEDIMENT
GOALS TO MEET THE . : . . (Identify which WAS NOT
TO BE MEET GOALS In which year of INVESTMENT (Is it contained in
(What do you GOALS ; year of the ADDRESSED,
ADDRESSED . (Identify the your Con/Plan do (Amount of your -
(List by degree hope to (HOV.V will you organizations you plan to achieve | money) (Funding Consolidated Consolldatgd PROVIDE AN
; achieve?) achieve your ; . : Plan the action | EXPLANATIO
of importance) who will be this? Source) Plan Action Plan
goals?) undertaking the Goals?) was N AS TO WHY
. <ing ; addressed) AND WHEN
impediment)
C. Current Fair
Housing Profile
Finding 2: Develop Develop FHF 2002/2003 $800 per year to Ongoing 2002/2003 N/A
Based on client | special interview and FHF
data collected promotion focus group
by the Fair campaign to protocol,
Housing discourage methodology,
Foundation, discriminator and tools
female-headed | y practices.
households Examine and Conduct FHF 2003/2004 Ongoing 2003/2004 N/A
face a address- interviews with
disproportionat | housing a sampling of
e number of challenges clients from
housing specifically female-headed
issues. faced by households
Female served by FHF
Headed to identify
Households pattern and
in the rental practice
Housing FHF 2003/2004 Ongoing 2003/2004 N/A
Market. Analyze results

of interview
and focus
groups and
work the FHF
and other
community
organizations
to develop a
strategy to
address issues
and concerns
specific to this
population
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RESPONSIBLE

DATE IF THE
ENTITIES YEAR TO BE
IMPEDIMENTS STRATGIES ASSIGNED TO BENCHMARK PROPOSED COMPLETED COMPLETED | IMPEDIMENT
GOALS TO MEET THE . : . . (Identify which WAS NOT
TO BE MEET GOALS In which year of INVESTMENT (Is it contained in
ADDRESSED (What do you GOA.LS (Identify the our Con/Plan do Amount of our year O.f the ADDRESSED,
y y ( y
(List by degree hope to (How will you organizations you plan to achieve | money) (Funding Consolidated Consolidated PROVIDE AN
; achieve?) achieve your ; . : Plan the action | EXPLANATIO
of importance) who will be this? Source) Plan Action Plan
goals?) undertaking the Goals?) was NAS TO WHY
. . | addressed) AND WHEN
impediment)
C. Current Fair
Housing Profile
Finding 3: Expand Promote fair FHF and the City 2002/2003, $900 per year to Ongoing 2002/2003 N/A
Based on client | Promotion of | housing of Long Beach 2003/2004, and FHF
data collected fair housing information 2004/2005
by the Fair choice for all and services
Housing in the Long on the City’s
Foundation, Beach public access
Asian and Housing channel
Hispanic/Latino | Market. through PSA's,
households are and video
under presentations.
represented. FHF and the City 2002/2003, Ongoing 2002/2003 N/A
Provide fair of Long Beach 2003/2004, and
housing 2004/2005
information on
the City’s
official website.
FHF 2002/2003, Ongoing 2002/2003 N/A
Develop and 2003/2004, and
distribute 2004/2005
English,
Spanish and
Khmer fair
housing
literature

making clear
that
discrimination
is not only race
but national
original and
familial status
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REI;'\DI'(I?I"\II'ﬁEIgLE YEAR TO BE DATE IF THE
IMPEDIMENTS STRATGIES ASSIGNED TO BENCHMARK PROPOSED COMPLETED COMPLETED | IMPEDIMENT
GOALS TO MEET THE . : . . (Identify which WAS NOT
TO BE MEET GOALS In which year of INVESTMENT (Is it contained in
(What do you GOALS ; year of the ADDRESSED,
ADDRESSED . (Identify the your Con/Plan do (Amount of your -
(List by degree hope to (HOV.V will you organizations you plan to achieve | money) (Funding Consolidated Consolldatgd PROVIDE AN
; achieve?) achieve your ; . : Plan the action | EXPLANATIO
of importance) who will be this? Source) Plan Action Plan
goals?) undertaking the Goals?) was NAS TO WHY
. <ing ; addressed) AND WHEN
impediment)

D. Random
Audits of
Housing
Vacancies

Finding 1:
Based on
random audits
of rental
housing
conducted over
the last five
years, African
Americans face
significant
obstacles to
fair housing
choice in the
City of Long
Beach

Addressed in
C, Current Fair
Housing
Profile, Finding
1, Plan
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RESPONSIBLE

DATE IF THE
ENTITIES YEAR TO BE
IMPEDIMENTS STRATGIES ASSIGNED TO BENCHMARK PROPOSED COMPLETED COMPLETED | IMPEDIMENT
GOALS TO MEET THE . : . . (Identify which WAS NOT
TO BE MEET GOALS In which year of INVESTMENT (Is it contained in
(What do you GOALS ; year of the ADDRESSED,
ADDRESSED . (Identify the your Con/Plan do (Amount of your -
(List by degree hope to (How will you organizations ou plan to achieve | money) (Fundin Consolidated Consolidated PROVIDE AN
>t Dy 0€g achieve?) achieve your 9 ; youplan y 9 : Plan the action | EXPLANATIO
of importance) who will be this? Source) Plan Action Plan
goals?) undertaking the Goals?) was NAS TO WHY
. <ing ; addressed) AND WHEN
impediment)

D. Random
Audits of
Housing
Vacancies

Finding 2:
Based on
scouting for
rental
vacancies and
audits of rental
housing, a
significant
number of
rental
vacancies are
advertised only
in Spanish or
Khmer creating
a barrier to fair
housing choice
for households
that do not
speak these
languages

Addressed in
C, Current Fair
Housing
Profile, Finding
3, Plan
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RESPONSIBLE

DATE IF THE
ENTITIES YEAR TO BE
IMPEDIMENTS STRATGIES ASSIGNED TO BENCHMARK PROPOSED COMPLETED COMPLETED | IMPEDIMENT
GOALS TO MEET THE . : . . (Identify which WAS NOT
TO BE MEET GOALS In which year of INVESTMENT (Is it contained in
ADDRESSED (What do you GOA.LS (Identify the our Con/Plan do Amount of our year O.f the ADDRESSED,
y y ( y
(List by degree hope to (How will you organizations you plan to achieve | money) (Funding Consolidated Consolidated PROVIDE AN
; achieve?) achieve your ; . : Plan the action | EXPLANATIO
of importance) who will be this? Source) Plan Action Plan
goals?) undertaking the Goals?) was N AS TO WHY
. . | addressed) AND WHEN
impediment)
E. Land Use
and Zoning
Finding 1: The | Revisionsto Present the City of Long 2003/2004 0 Ongoing 2004/2005 N/A
zoning Code the Zoning findings and Beach,
distinguishes Code recommendatio | Department of
Senior Housing ns contained Planning and
from other within this Building
Single Family study to City
Residential and Zoning officials
Multi-Family for review.
Residential
uses by the Educate City 2003/2004 0 Ongoing 2004/2005 N/A
application of a Council and FHF
conditional use Planning &
permit. Building
departments
on matter and
fair housing
implication
Organize a 2004/2005 0 Ongoing 2004/2005 N/A
working group FHF
with other
housing
advocate
groups to
promote
revisions to the
Zoning Code
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REI;'\DI'(I?I"\II'ﬁEIgLE YEAR TO BE DATE IF THE
IMPEDIMENTS STRATGIES ASSIGNED TO BENCHMARK PROPOSED COMPLETED COMPLETED | IMPEDIMENT
GOALS TO MEET THE . : . . (Identify which WAS NOT
TO BE MEET GOALS In which year of INVESTMENT (Is it contained in
(What do you GOALS ; year of the ADDRESSED,
ADDRESSED . (Identify the your Con/Plan do (Amount of your -
(List by degree hope to (HOV.V will you organizations you plan to achieve | money) (Funding Consolidated Consolldatgd PROVIDE AN
; achieve?) achieve your ; . : Plan the action | EXPLANATIO
of importance) who will be this? Source) Plan Action Plan
goals?) undertaking the Goals?) was NAS TO WHY
. <ing ; addressed) AND WHEN
impediment)

E. Land Use
and Zoning

Finding 2: The
Zoning Code
distinguishes
Handicapped
Housing from
other Single-
Family
Residential and
Multi-Family
Residential
uses by the
application of a
conditional use
permit.

Revisions to
the Zoning
Code

Addressed in
E, Land Use
and Zoning,
Finding 1, Plan
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RESPONSIBLE

DATE IF THE
ENTITIES YEAR TO BE

IMPEDIMENTS AL TSTI\?EE‘(?I':'EI-?E ASSIGNED TO BENCHMARK PROPOSED COMPLETED %OMF;LEThEDh IMVSEDIME.IIEIT

TO BE GOALS o MEET GOALS In which year of INVESTMENT (Is it contained in | (dentify whic S NO
(What do you GOALS ; year of the ADDRESSED,

ADDRESSED . (Identify the your Con/Plan do (Amount of your -
(List by degree hope to (How will you organizations you plan to achieve | money) (Funding Consolidated Consolidated PROVIDE AN
; achieve?) achieve your ; . : Plan the action | EXPLANATIO
of importance) oals?) who will be this? Source) Plan Action Plan was N AS TO WHY
9 ' undertaking the Goals?)
impediment) addressed) AND WHEN

E. Land Use
and Zoning

Finding 3: The
use
classification
of Social
Service Office
is used to
require non-
profit
organizations
to apply for a
Conditional
Use permit for
offices for
business
transactions
and service
provisions
while other
type of for-
profit
organizations
are not so
required.

Revisions to
the Zoning
Code

Addressed in
E, Land Use
and Zoning,
Finding 1, Plan
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RESPONSIBLE

DATE IF THE
ENTITIES YEAR TO BE
IMPEDIMENTS STRATGIES ASSIGNED TO BENCHMARK PROPOSED COMPLETED COMPLETED | IMPEDIMENT
GOALS TO MEET THE . : . . (Identify which WAS NOT
TO BE MEET GOALS In which year of INVESTMENT (Is it contained in
ADDRESSED (What do you GOA.LS (Identify the our Con/Plan do Amount of our year O.f the ADDRESSED,
y y ( y
(List by degree hope to (How will you organizations you plan to achieve | money) (Funding Consolidated Consolidated PROVIDE AN
; achieve?) achieve your ; . : Plan the action | EXPLANATIO
of importance) who will be this? Source) Plan Action Plan
goals?) undertaking the Goals?) was NAS TO WHY
. . | addressed) AND WHEN
impediment)
F. Accessibility
of Housing for
People with
Disabilities
Finding 1: Accessible Present the City of Long 2003/2004 0 Ongoing 2004/2005 N/A
Presently Housing for findings and Beach
makes no People with recommendatio
specific Disabilities ns contained
reference to within this
the study to City
accessibility Planning and
requirement Building
contained in officials for
the 1988 review
amendment to FHF, Disabled 2003/2004 0 Ongoing 2004/2005 N/A
the Fair Work with City Resources, Legal
Housing Act in Planning and Aid and City of
its municipal Building Long Beach
code nor is officials to
there any incorporate
provision accessibility
monitoring guidelines into
compliance. all applicable
planning,
building and
zoning codes City of Long 2004/2005 0 Ongoing 2004/2005 N/A
Beach
Organize a
working group
with other
housing
advocate
groups.
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APPENDIX A:

Home Mortgage Disclosure Act Tables
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Table 1: Long Beach 2000 HMDA Mortgage Applications

CENTRAL DISTRICT

TRACT

MIDDLE OR

5722.01
5722.02
5730.00
5731.00
5732.01
5732.02
5751.00
5752.00
5753.00
5754.00
5758.00
5763.00
5764.00
5769.00

Sums

CENTRAL DISTRICT

Table 1: Long Beach 2000 HMDA Mortgage Applications

ALL APPLICANTS

MINORITY
INCOME LISTED AS 'NA'

TOTAL
UPPER

426
214
288
315
290
221
405
243

75
128
229
175
283
322

3,614

205
82
128
163
180
111
198
154
42
71
98
86
154
121

1,793

by District and Census Tract

WHITE

100
67
70
73
60
41

115
36
11
22
75
37
62

117

886

OTHER

121
65
90
79
50
69
92
53
22
35
56
52
67
84

935

MINORITY APPLICANTS

LOW OR

INCOME

23

26
20
40
29
44
43
14
28
24
12
48
27

383

MODERATE

INCOME

170
76
91

134

131
69

138

100
27
36
66
67
89
81

1,275

Prepared for Institute for Urban Research and Development by GeoDataVision August 10, 2001

MIDDLE OR

12

11

13
16
11

17
13

135

WHITE APPLICANTS

UPPER

INCOME

15

13
28
13

13

13
18

153

INCOME

INCOME

85
58
47
57
49
25
78
19

15
42
26
28
69

605

LISTED AS LOW OR MODERATE

N

14

o A A O W DN

20

21
30

128
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DOWNTOWN DISTRICT

ALL APPLICANTS MINORITY APPLICANTS WHITE APPLICANTS
TRACT TOTAL MINORITY ~ WHITE ~ OTHER LOW OR MODERATE ~ MIDDLE OR UPPER INCOME LISTEDAS LOWOR MODERATE
MIDDLE OR UPPER INCOME LISTED AS 'NA'
INCOME INCOME NAY INCOME INCOME
5759.00 432 146 169 117 65 73 8 62 97 10
5760.00 24 8 6 10 4 4 0 1 5 0
5761.00 263 64 135 64 9 54 1 20 111
5762.00 118 47 47 24 14 27 6 10 30 7
Sums 837 265 357 215 92 158 15 93 243 21

DOWNTOWN DISTRICT

Table 1: Long Beach 2000 HMDA Mortgage Applications

Prepared for Institute for Urban Research and Development by GeoDataVision August 10, 2001
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EAST DISTRICT

TRACT

MIDDLE OR

5712.00
5735.00
5736.00
5737.00
5738.00
5739.02
5740.00
5741.00
5742.01
5742.02
5743.00
5744.00
5745.00
5746.01
5746.02
5747.00
5748.00
5749.01
5749.02
5750.01
5750.02
5765.00
5766.00

Table 1: Long Beach 2000 HMDA Mortgage Applications

Prepared for Institute for Urban Research and Development by GeoDataVision August 10, 2001

ALL APPLICANTS

MINORITY
INCOME LISTED AS 'NA'

TOTAL
UPPER

368

390
326
285
140
353
321
178
61
312
312
407
5
71
1
110
251
85
119
241
386
558

77

68
73
44
37
68
63
34
11
61
55
69

18

31
24
22
63
135
101

WHITE

207

237
168
164
81
198
187
93
32
182
186
207
3
40
1
71
159
44
74
141
149
349

OTHER

84
3
85
85
i
22
87
71
51
18
69
71
131
1
13
0
31
61
17
23
37
102
108

N A ODNPFP OO O BMPMNEPOMOOGDWWONDNPREP O

TN
o ©

MINORITY APPLICANTS

MODERATE

66

62
73
39
33
62
58
33
10
59
49
64

18

29
18
18
52
74
81

MIDDLE OR

A OO OCOOCOOFPMNMOORFR,RPFPPRFEPEFPLDNMOMMOO

=
NN

13

25
18
15
12
14
10

18
16
23

14

12
17
29
31

WHITE APPLICANTS

INCOME LISTED AS LOW OR MODERATE

INCOME

191
1
210
144
147
66
178
170
87
26
157
165
181

40

68
141
35
61
119
98
296

O P O A P OO O WU NP P NO WDNMOONO W

N N
NN
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5767.00
5768.00
5770.00
5771.00
5772.00
5773.00
5774.00
5775.01
5775.02
5776.01
5776.02
5776.03

Sums

EAST DISTRICT

Table 1: Long Beach 2000 HMDA Mortgage Applications

177
317
309
356
229
278
187
230

69
318
163
599

8,519

23
68
76
54
27
22
13
12

4
27
19
89

1,500

119
176
169
213
140
188
139
172

52
233
102
373

5,050

35
73
64
89
62
68
35
46
13
58
42

137

1,969

N
o N

~N NN O O O o Mo

175

21
52
53
42
21
21
13
12

25
17
78

1,267

Prepared for Institute for Urban Research and Development by GeoDataVision August 10, 2001

A O O OO O FL MO W Ul O

[4)]
oo

21
26
22
12

20
15
28

461

110
141
129
186
122
169
131
161

46
209

85
338

4,410

14
14

o]

10

NN BB O D

179
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NORTH DISTRICT

TRACT

MIDDLE OR

5701.00
5702.01
5702.02
5703.01
5703.02
5704.00
5705.00
5706.00
5715.01
5715.02
5716.00
5717.00
5718.00
5719.00
5721.00
5724.00

Sums
NORTH DISTRICT

Table 1: Long Beach 2000 HMDA Mortgage Applications

ALL APPLICANTS

MINORITY
INCOME LISTED AS 'NA'

TOTAL
UPPER

151
257
290
229
340
584
753
623
429
243

596
227
298
122

81

5,225

73
151
163
115
185
330
374
333
179

85

352
41
69
56
52

2,559

WHITE

32
34
43
42
62
75
149
119
121
78

81
125
154

30

8

1,154

OTHER

46
72
84
72
93
179
230
171
129
80

163
61
75
36
21

1,512

MINORITY APPLICANTS

LOW OR

INCOME

12
43
47
34
58
85
100
93
38
15

124

12

679

MODERATE

INCOME

57
100
110

69
122
232
244
219
139

66

206
36
61
47
38

1,746

Prepared for Institute for Urban Research and Development by GeoDataVision August 10, 2001

MIDDLE OR

12

13
30
21

o b

22

N N W O

134

INCOME

14
12
16
21
44
32
14

22
11

218

WHITE APPLICANTS

INCOME

INCOME

25
26
27
27
42
44
95
78
98
65

52
112
137

25

859

LISTED AS

[
O O b W N WNDN

O W o N N O o v ©

~
~

MODERATE

121



WEST DISTRICT

TRACT

MIDDLE OR

5723.00
5725.00
5726.00
5727.00
5728.00
5729.00
5755.00
5756.00

Sums
WEST DISTRICT

Grand
6,197

NOTE: Does not include Purchased mortgages

Table 1: Long Beach 2000 HMDA Mortgage Applications

ALL APPLICANTS

MINORITY
INCOME LISTED AS 'NA'

TOTAL
UPPER

281
110
247
270

154
1
7

1,077

Grand
422

177

51
135
180

74

620

Grand

WHITE

37
20
21
22

24

132

Grand Grand Total

OTHER

67
39
91
68

56

325

MINORITY APPLICANTS

LOW OR

INCOME
42
30
32
43

21

168

19,272

MODERATE

INCOME

127
20
95

124

50

419

6,737

Prepared for Institute for Urban Research and Development by GeoDataVision August 10, 2001

MIDDLE OR

[ee]

13

O O w o

33

7,579

INCOME

P P OO N O NN

w
[&)]

4,956

WHITE APPLICANTS
UPPER INCOME

INCOME

25
12
14
10

15

80

1,497

LISTED AS

O O w N Uk B oOg

[E
~

4,865 375

LOW OR

MODERATE

960
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Table 2: Long Beach 2000 HMDA Mortgage Originations

CENTRAL DISTRICT

ALL ORIGINATIONS

RATE

TRACT  totaL  MINORITY

5722.01 187 98
5722.02 86 38
5730.00 139 63
5731.00 126 63
5732.01 118 83
5732.02 % 59
5751.00 182 99
5752.00 98 80
5753.00 4 25
5754.00 52 30
5758.00 108 45
5763.00 74 37
5764.00 130 73
5769.00 170 70
Sums 1,601 863

CENTRAL DISTRICT

WHITE

54
31
45
44
28
14
66
10

12
45
20
39
73

OTHER

35
17
31
19

17
17

10
18
17
18
27

248

by District and Census Tract

MINORITY ORIGINATIONS

LOW OR MODERATE  MIDDLE OR
INCOME UPPER AS 'NA' INCOME
INCOME
10 84 4 8
1 37 0 3
9 46 8 4
7 52 4 4
19 60 4 5
13 39 7 4
25 65 9 17
25 47 8 3
5 20 0 0
9 18 3 0
10 29 6 9
6 25 6 1
25 37 11 3
13 48 9 10
177 607 79 71

Table 2: Long Beach 2000 HMDA Mortgage Originations

Prepared for Institute for Urban Research and Development by GeoDataVision August 10, 2001

WHITE ORIGINATIONS

INCOME
INCOME

46
27
30
34
22

43

20
15
17
a1

323

43.48%
20.00%
34.62%
35.00%
47.50%
44.83%
56.82%
58.14%
35.71%
32.14%
41.67%
50.00%
52.08%
48.15%

46.21%

UPPER
INCOME

49.41%
48.68%
50.55%
38.81%
45.80%
56.52%
47.10%
47.00%
74.07%
50.00%
43.94%
37.31%
41.57%
59.26%

47.61%

MINORITY ORIGINATION RATE

LOW OR MODERATE MIDDLE

INCOME AS 'NA'

33.33%

0.00%
72.73%
44.44%
44.44%
53.85%
56.25%
72.73%

0.00%
42.86%
75.00%
85.71%
64.71%
69.23%

58.52%

WHITE ORIGINATION

OR UPPER
E INCOME

53.33%
42.86%
44.44%
50.00%
55.56%
30.77%
60.71%
23.08%

0.00%

0.00%
69.23%
16.67%
23.08%
55.56%

46.41%

INCOME
UPPER
INCOME

54.12%
46.55%
63.83%
59.65%
44.90%
36.00%
55.13%
31.58%
85.71%
46.67%
47.62%
57.69%
60.71%
59.42%

53.39%

123

LISTED LOW OR
AS 'NA'

0.00%
50.00%
78.57%
75.00%
50.00%
33.33%
66.67%
25.00%
75.00%
83.33%
80.00%
80.00%
90.48%
73.33%

75.00%



DOWNTOWN DISTRICT

ALL ORIGINATIONS MINORITY ORIGINATIONS WHITE ORIGINATIONS MINORITY ORIGINATION RATE ~ WHITE ORIGINATION
RATE
TRACT TOTAL  MINORITY ~ WHITE  OTHER LOWOR  MODERATE MIDDLE OR INCOME LISTED LOW OR MODERATE MIDDLE ~ORUPPER INCOME  LISTED LOW OR
INCOME UPPER AS 'NA' INCOME INCOME AS 'NA' INCOME UPPER  AS'NA'"  EINCOME  UPPER AS 'NA'
INCOME INCOME INCOME
5759.00 221 91 100 30 45 42 4 36 57 7 69.23%  57.53% 50.00% 58.06% 58.76%  70.00%
5760.00 9 4 2 3 2 2 0 0 2 0 50.00%  50.00% 0.00% 0.00% 40.00% 0.00%
5761.00 130 28 75 27 2 26 0 12 61 2 22.22%  48.15% 0.00% 60.00% 54.95%  50.00%
5762.00 58 16 28 14 5 9 2 4 21 3 35.71%  33.33% 33.33% 40.00% 70.00%  42.86%
Sums 418 139 205 74 54 79 6 52 141 12 58.70%  50.00% 40.00% 55.91% 58.02%  57.14%

DOWNTOWN DISTRICT

Table 2: Long Beach 2000 HMDA Mortgage Originations

Prepared for Institute for Urban Research and Development by GeoDataVision August 10, 2001
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EAST DISTRICT

ALL ORIGINATIONS MINORITY ORIGINATIONS WHITE ORIGINATIONS MINORITY ORIGINATION RATE  WHITE ORIGINATION
RATE
TRACT TOTAL  MINORITY ~WHITE  OTHER LOWOR MODERATE MIDDLE OR INCOME LISTED LOWOR MODERATE MIDDLE ORUPPER INCOME  LISTED LOW OR
INCOME UPPER AS 'NA' INCOME INCOME ~ AS'NA' INCOME UPPER  AS'NA'" EINCOME  UPPER AS 'NA'
INCOME INCOME INCOME
5712.00 200 36 131 33 1 31 4 7 124 0 20.00%  46.97% 66.67% 53.85% 64.92% 0.00%
5735.00 3 2 1 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00%  100.00% 0.00%
5736.00 252 42 173 37 1 38 3 16 155 2 50.00%  61.29% 75.00% 64.00% 73.81%  100.00%
5737.00 186 45 112 29 0 45 0 9 101 2 0.00%  61.64% 0.00% 50.00% 70.14%  33.33%
5738.00 165 24 111 30 0 24 0 9 101 1 0.00%  61.54% 0.00% 60.00% 68.71%  50.00%
5739.02 88 20 60 8 2 18 0 8 50 2 66.67%  54.55% 0.00% 66.67% 75.76%  66.67%
5740.00 208 33 132 43 3 30 o 7 120 5 60.00%  48.39% 0.00% 50.00% 67.42%  83.33%
5741.00 216 41 148 27 2 39 0 8 136 4 50.00%  67.24% 0.00% 80.00% 80.00%  57.14%
5742.01 108 24 70 14 0 24 0 4 66 0 0.00%  72.73% 0.00% 80.00% 75.86% 0.00%
5742.02 39 9 23 7 o 9 o 2 21 0 0.00%  90.00% 0.00% 40.00% 80.77% 0.00%
5743.00 195 45 125 25 1 44 0 13 106 6 50.00%  74.58% 0.00% 72.22% 67.52%  85.71%
5744.00 206 34 131 41 4 28 2 6 121 4 100.00% 57.14%  100.00% 37.50% 73.33%  80.00%
5745.00 226 50 128 48 2 48 0 9 118 1 50.00%  75.00% 0.00% 39.13% 65.19%  33.33%
5746.01 3 1 2 o o 1 o 1 1 0 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 100.00% 50.00% 0.00%
5746.02 44 13 23 8 0 13 0 0 23 0 0.00%  72.22% 0.00% 0.00% 57.50% 0.00%
5747.00 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0.00%  0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00%
5748.00 80 5 54 21 o 5 o 1 52 1 0.00%  71.43% 0.00% 50.00% 76.47%  100.00%
5749.01 148 23 101 24 2 21 0 7 92 2 100.00%  72.41% 0.00% 50.00% 65.25%  50.00%
5749.02 60 18 34 8 3 15 0 6 28 0 50.00% 83.33% 0.00% 66.67% 80.00% 0.00%
5750.01 68 12 46 10 2 10 0 7 39 0 50.00%  55.56% 0.00% 58.33% 63.93% 0.00%
5750.02 122 26 87 9 2 22 2 10 73 4 2857%  42.31% 50.00% 58.82% 61.34%  80.00%
5765.00 178 54 98 26 16 31 7 18 65 15 32.65% 41.89% 58.33% 62.07% 66.33%  68.18%
5766.00 327 60 223 44 10 48 2 23 185 15 55.56% 59.26%  100.00% 74.19% 62.50%  68.18%
5767.00 109 12 84 13 2 10 0 5 78 1 100.00%  47.62% 0.00% 71.43% 70.91%  50.00%
5768.00 187 37 118 32 7 28 2 16 93 9 63.64% 53.85% 40.00% 76.19% 65.96%  64.29%
5770.00 171 46 105 20 9 34 3 17 80 8 45.00% 64.15%  100.00% 65.38% 62.02%  57.14%
5771.00 212 34 144 34 4 25 5 17 124 3 66.67%  59.52% 83.33% 77.27% 66.67%  60.00%
5772.00 131 15 93 23 1 14 0 8 82 3 25.00% 66.67% 0.00% 66.67% 67.21%  50.00%
5773.00 183 18 132 33 0 17 1 4 121 7 0.00% 80.95%  100.00% 44.44% 71.60%  70.00%
5774.00 122 9 97 16 0 9 0 3 91 3 0.00%  69.23% 0.00% 75.00% 69.47%  75.00%

Table 2: Long Beach 2000 HMDA Mortgage Originations

Prepared for Institute for Urban Research and Development by GeoDataVision August 10, 2001

125



5775.01
5775.02
5776.01
5776.02
5776.03

Sums 5
EAST DISTRICT

144

40
208
103
375

,108

19

62

887

NORTH DISTRICT

ALL ORIGINATIONS

RATE

TRACT  totaL

5701.00
5702.01
5702.02
5703.01
5703.02
5704.00
5705.00
5706.00
5715.01
5715.02
5716.00
5717.00
5718.00
5719.00
5721.00
5724.00

Sums 2
NORTH DISTRICT

63
95
131
94
156
229
324
282
208
120
1
252
132
159
58
23

327

MINORITY

34
58
83
56
103
160
184
177
88
39

177
27
34
30
19

1,270

116
33
160
75
260

3,431

WHITE

14
18
21
23
29
28
87
67
75
47

40
77
91
19

636

21

29
19
53

790

OTHER

15
19
27
15
24
41
53
38
45
34

35

28
34

421

&~ O N O O

80

17

55

773

w O © O o

34

MINORITY ORIGINATIONS

LOW OR
INCOME

13
30
13
33
38
39
45
18

R ©

AW s w

325

MODERATE
UPPER
INCOME

25
43
48
34
66
118
128
118
69
28

100
24
29
27
15

872

MIDDLE
AS 'NA'

A A O NN

14

o N

o O +» O

73

15

19

286

112
29
142
65
241

3,036

O N W Ww w
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WHITE ORIGINATIONS

OR
INCOME

O P N b 0O 0 N

=
o
=
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INCOME
INCOME

10
14
14
13
20
15
65
42
61
40

27
73
79
16

489

LISTED
AS 'NA'

O N U1 O U1l ONSNOWOOO®®OoONEFENO

N
(o2}

0.00%
0.00%
100.00%
0.00%
57.14%

45.71%

58.33%
50.00%
68.00%
52.94%
70.51%

61.01%

0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
75.00%

58.62%

MINORITY ORIGINATION RATE

LOW OR MODERATE MIDDLE

INCOME

58.33%
30.23%
63.83%
38.24%
56.90%
44.71%
39.00%
48.39%
47.37%
60.00%
100.00%
52.42%
60.00%
80.00%
42.86%
33.33%

47.86%

UPPER
INCOME

43.86%
43.00%
43.64%
49.28%
54.10%
50.86%
52.46%
53.88%
49.64%
42.42%

0.00%
48.54%
66.67%
47.54%
57.45%
39.47%

49.94%

AS 'NA'

50.00%
25.00%
83.33%
75.00%
80.00%
30.77%
56.67%
66.67%
50.00%
50.00%

0.00%
54.55%

0.00%
33.33%

0.00%

0.00%

54.48%

20.00%
50.00%
75.00%
53.33%
67.86%

62.04%

69.57%
63.04%
67.94%
76.47%
71.30%

68.84%

WHITE ORIGINATION

OR UPPER
E INCOME

80.00%
40.00%
42.86%
66.67%
56.25%
33.33%
36.36%
53.13%
50.00%
62.50%

0.00%
36.36%
36.36%
77.78%
50.00%

0.00%

46.33%

INCOME
UPPER
INCOME

40.00%
53.85%
51.85%
48.15%
47.62%
34.09%
68.42%
53.85%
62.24%
61.54%

0.00%
51.92%
65.18%
57.66%
64.00%

0.00%

56.93%
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50.00%
75.00%
75.00%
100.00%
0.00%

60.89%

LISTED
AS 'NA'

0.00%
66.67%
50.00%
66.67%

0.00%
60.00%
60.00%
88.89%
77.78%
40.00%

0.00%
71.43%

0.00%
62.50%
66.67%

0.00%

59.74%

LOW OR



WEST DISTRICT

ALL ORIGINATIONS

RATE

TRACT  totaL

5723.00
5725.00
5726.00
5727.00
5728.00
5729.00
5755.00
5756.00

Sums
WEST DISTRICT

Grand Total Grand TotalGrand TotalGrand TotalGrand TotalGrand Total

106
43
99

108

61

420

MINORITY

77
27
72
76

41

294

WHITE

O P © O N © ©

49

OTHER

14

19
25

11

7

MINORITY ORIGINATIONS

LOW OR
INCOME

18
14
14

o O N o

71

Grand Total

MODERATE
UPPER
INCOME

55
12
53
52

32

205

MIDDLE
AS 'NA'

O o NO O O A

[N
©

Grand Total Grand Total

WHITE ORIGINATIONS

OR INCOME LISTED
INCOME INCOME AS 'NA'

3 8 4

4 5 0

1 6 1

2 4 1

0 0 0

0 7 2

1 0 0

0 0 0

11 30 8

Grand Total Grand Total Grand Total
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MINORITY ORIGINATION RATE

LOW OR MODERATE

INCOME

42.86%
46.67%
43.75%
41.86%
0.00%
33.33%
0.00%
0.00%

42.26%

Grand Total

UPPER
INCOME

43.31%
60.00%
55.79%
41.94%
50.00%
64.00%

0.00%

0.00%

48.93%

9,874

MIDDLE
AS 'NA'

50.00%
100.00%
62.50%
46.15%
0.00%
66.67%
0.00%
0.00%

54.55%

3,453

WHITE ORIGINATION

OR UPPER
E INCOME

42.86%
57.14%
16.67%
28.57%
0.00%
0.00%
100.00%
0.00%

31.43%

4,811

INCOME
UPPER
INCOME

32.00%
41.67%
42.86%
40.00%
0.00%
46.67%
0.00%
0.00%

37.50%

1,610

127

LISTED LOW OR
AS 'NA'

80.00%
0.00%
100.00%
20.00%
0.00%
66.67%
0.00%
0.00%

47.06%

707 2,536



Table 3: Long Beach 2000 HMDA Mortgage Denials

by District and Census Tract

CENTRAL DISTRICT

ALL DENIALS MINORITY DENIALS WHITE DENIALS MINORITY DENIAL RATE WHITE DENIAL RATE

TRACT  TOTAL MINORITY WHITE  OTHER LOWOR MODERATE MIDDLE OR INCOME ~ LISTED LOWOR MODERATE MIDDLE ORUPPER INCOME

INCOME UPPER AS 'NA' INCOME ~ INCOME  AS'NA' INCOME ~ UPPER  AS'NA'  EINCOME  UPPER

INCOME INCOME INCOME
5722.01 117 57 22 38 8 42 7 3 19 0 34.78% 2471%  58.33% 2000%  22.35%
5722.02 67 16 20 31 1 15 0 1 18 1 20.00%  19.74% 0.00% 1429%  31.03%
5730.00 84 31 19 34 10 19 2 4 13 2 38.46% 20.88%  18.18% 44.44%  27.66%
5731.00 97 55 12 30 8 45 2 0 11 1 40.00% 33.58%  22.22% 0.00%  19.30%
5732.01 73 52 5 16 13 38 1 0 5 0 3250% 29.01%  11.11% 0.00%  10.20%
5732.02 76 29 12 35 8 17 4 1 9 2 2759% 24.64%  30.77% 7.69%  36.00%
5751.00 113 44 23 46 6 36 2 5 17 1 13.64% 26.09%  12.50% 17.86%  21.79%
5752.00 ) 42 15 33 7 32 3 5 9 1 16.28% 32.00%  27.27% 38.46%  47.37%
5753.00 18 11 0 7 7 3 1 0 0 0 50.00% 11.11%  100.00% 0.00% 0.00%
5754.00 42 20 8 14 9 9 2 1 6 1 32.14% 25.00%  28.57% 100.00%  40.00%
5758.00 71 29 16 26 4 23 2 4 8 4 16.67% 34.85%  25.00% 3077%  19.05%
5763.00 52 21 10 21 2 18 1 2 7 1 16.67% 26.87%  14.29% 33.33%  26.92%
5764.00 74 43 10 21 14 23 6 5 4 1 20.17% 25.84%  35.29% 38.46%  14.29%
5769.00 78 33 21 24 10 20 3 3 16 2 37.04% 24.69%  23.08% 16.67%  23.19%
Sums 1,052 483 193 376 107 340 36 34 142 17 27.94% 26.67%  26.67% 2222%  23.47%

CENTRAL DISTRICT
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LISTED LOW OR
AS 'NA'

0.00%
50.00%
14.29%
12.50%

0.00%
66.67%
11.11%
25.00%

0.00%
16.67%
20.00%
20.00%

4.76%

6.67%

13.28%



DOWNTOWN DISTRICT

ALL DENIALS MINORITY DENIALS

TRACT  ToTAL MINORITY WHITE  OTHER LOWOR MODERATE MIDDLE

INCOME UPPER  AS'NA
INCOME

5750.00 109 24 36 49 11 11 2

5760.00 9 4 2 3 2 2 0

5761.00 70 15 30 25 3 12 0

5762.00 26 11 12 3 3 6 2

Sums 214 54 80 80 19 31 4

DOWNTOWN DISTRICT
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17

24

WHITE DENIALS

17

26

51

N B ON

16.92%
50.00%
33.33%
21.43%

20.65%

UPPER
INCOME

15.07%
50.00%
22.22%
22.22%

19.62%

MINORITY DENIAL RATE

LOW OR MODERATE MIDDLE

INCOME AS 'NA

25.00%
0.00%
0.00%

33.33%

26.67%

OR UPPER
E INCOME

27.42%

0.00%
15.00%
40.00%

25.81%

WHITE DENIAL RATE

INCOME
UPPER
INCOME

17.53%
40.00%
23.42%
20.00%

20.99%

129

LISTED LOW OR
AS 'NA

20.00%

0.00%
25.00%
28.57%

23.81%



EAST DISTRICT

ALL DENIALS MINORITY DENIALS WHITE DENIALS MINORITY DENIAL RATE WHITE DENIAL RATE

TRACT  TOTAL  MINORITY WHITE  OTHER LOWOR  MODERATE MIDDLE OR INCOME ~ LISTED LOWOR MODERATE MIDDLE  ORUPPER INCOME

INCOME UPPER AS 'NA' INCOME ~ INCOME  AS'NA' INCOME ~ UPPER  AS'NA' EINCOME UPPER

INCOME INCOME INCOME
5712.00 68 19 29 20 1 17 1 1 28 0 2000% 25.76%  16.67% 7.69%  14.66%
5735.00 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00%  0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
5736.00 54 12 21 21 1 10 1 2 19 0 50.00% 16.13%  25.00% 8.00% 9.05%
5737.00 60 10 21 29 0 10 0 2 19 0 0.00% 13.70% 0.00% 11.11%  13.19%
5738.00 57 9 25 23 2 7 0 3 22 0 66.67%  17.95% 0.00% 2000%  14.97%
5739.02 19 5 6 8 1 3 1 1 5 0 33.33%  9.09%  100.00% 8.33% 7.58%
5740.00 54 13 24 17 0 12 1 3 21 0 0.00% 19.35%  100.00% 2143%  11.80%
5741.00 39 5 13 21 1 4 0 2 10 1 2500%  6.90% 0.00% 20.00% 5.88%
5742.01 31 4 12 15 0 4 0 0 12 0 0.00% 12.12% 0.00% 0.00%  13.79%
5742.02 12 0 5 7 0 0 0 2 2 1 0.00%  0.00% 0.00% 40.00% 7.69%
5743.00 44 5 23 16 0 5 0 3 20 0 0.00%  8.47% 0.00% 16.67%  12.74%
5744.00 50 11 26 13 0 11 0 3 23 0 0.00% 22.45% 0.00% 18.75%  13.94%
5745.00 73 9 34 30 1 8 0 5 29 0 25.00%  12.50% 0.00% 21.74%  16.02%
5746.01 2 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0.00%  0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  50.00%
5746.02 11 2 8 1 0 2 0 0 8 0 0.00% 11.11% 0.00% 0.00%  20.00%
5747.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00%  0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
5748.00 7 1 4 2 0 1 0 1 3 0 0.00%  14.29% 0.00% 50.00% 4.41%
5749.01 51 2 36 13 0 2 0 4 31 1 0.00%  6.90% 0.00% 2857%  21.99%
5749.02 8 2 3 3 1 1 0 1 2 0 16.67%  5.56% 0.00% 11.11% 5.71%
5750.01 24 6 11 7 1 5 0 1 10 0 25.00%  27.78% 0.00% 833%  16.39%
5750.02 50 19 20 11 2 17 0 3 16 1 2857%  32.69% 0.00% 17.65%  13.45%
5765.00 104 46 24 34 18 24 4 3 18 3 36.73% 32.43%  33.33% 1034%  18.37%
5766.00 110 21 50 39 5 16 0 3 45 2 27.78%  19.75% 0.00% 2.68%  15.20%
5767.00 30 4 12 14 0 4 0 1 11 0 0.00%  19.05% 0.00% 1429%  10.00%
5768.00 58 17 23 18 2 14 1 1 21 1 18.18% 26.92%  20.00% 476%  14.89%
5770.00 59 13 29 17 6 7 0 5 20 4 30.00% 13.21% 0.00% 19.23%  15.50%
5771.00 55 8 27 20 1 7 0 1 26 0 16.67%  16.67% 0.00% 455%  13.98%
5772.00 45 5 23 17 1 4 0 3 18 2 25.00%  19.05% 0.00% 2500%  14.75%
5773.00 40 1 25 14 0 1 0 1 22 2 0.00%  4.76% 0.00% 11.11%  13.02%
5774.00 29 1 21 7 0 1 0 1 20 0 0.00%  7.69% 0.00% 2500%  15.27%
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LISTED LOW OR
AS 'NA

0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
14.29%
0.00%
100.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
25.00%
0.00%
0.00%
20.00%
13.64%
9.09%
0.00%
7.14%
28.57%
0.00%
33.33%
20.00%
0.00%



5775.01
5775.02
5776.01
5776.02
5776.03

Sums 1
EAST DISTRICT

41

8
53
29
90

,466

NORTH DISTRICT

TRACT  totaL

5701.00
5702.01
5702.02
5703.01
5703.02
5704.00
5705.00
5706.00
5715.01
5715.02
5716.00
5717.00
5718.00
5719.00
5721.00
5724.00

Sums 1
NORTH DISTRICT

45
85
7
81
109
194
223
192
88
55
0
185
35
52
28
32

,481

1 27 13
1 5 2
4 32 17
5 15 9
15 44 31
276 679 511
ALL DENIALS
MINORITY ~ WHITE ~ OTHER
20 8 17
a1 7 37
38 7 32
34 10 37
49 18 42
85 21 88
87 23 113
80 24 88
32 19 37
27 9 19
0 0 0
82 24 79
6 15 14
18 17 17
13 3 12
19 3 10
631 208 642

B O O O

46

A AR PR

221

MINORITY DENIALS

LOW OR
INCOME

16

11
16
23
32
23

o w

g ow PR

178

MODERATE
UPPER
INCOME

19
24
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21
33
59
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53
25
23

50

16

13

429

MIDDLE
AS 'NA'
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w A O O N

65

25
32
11
39

594

N ©O ©O ©O O

20

WHITE DENIALS

OR
INCOME

[N
O N o o w NN O

P O RFP W~NOON

a
o

INCOME
INCOME

o~ o

13
14
14
16

16
12
16

146

LISTED
AS 'NA'

OFrPr OO Fr OF F ONNORFRRFPFON

i
N

0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
50.00%
14.29%

26.29%

8.33%
25.00%
16.00%
23.53%
17.95%

17.44%

0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%

15.52%

MINORITY DENIAL RATE

LOW OR MODERATE MIDDLE

INCOME

0.00%
37.21%
17.02%
32.35%
27.59%
27.06%
32.00%
24.73%
18.42%
20.00%

0.00%
23.39%
20.00%
20.00%
42.86%
41.67%

26.22%

UPPER
INCOME

33.33%
24.00%
27.271%
30.43%
27.05%
25.43%
20.49%
24.20%
17.99%
34.85%

0.00%
24.27%
13.89%
26.23%
17.02%
34.21%

24.57%

AS 'NA'

25.00%
12.50%
0.00%
16.67%
0.00%
23.08%
16.67%
19.05%
0.00%
25.00%
0.00%
13.64%
0.00%
33.33%
100.00%
50.00%

17.91%

40.00%
0.00%
0.00%

26.67%

10.71%

14.10%

15.53%
10.87%
15.31%
12.94%
11.54%

13.47%

WHITE DENIAL RATE

OR UPPER
E INCOME

0.00%
40.00%
14.29%
25.00%
37.50%
28.57%
15.91%
31.25%
14.29%

0.00%

0.00%
31.82%
27.271%
11.11%

0.00%
33.33%

22.94%

INCOME
UPPER
INCOME

24.00%
19.23%
14.81%
22.22%
28.57%
29.55%
14.74%
17.95%
16.33%
12.31%

0.00%
30.77%
10.71%
11.68%

8.00%
40.00%

17.00%

Page 15 of 23

131

0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
28.57%

11.17%

LISTED
AS 'NA'

100.00%
0.00%
50.00%
33.33%
0.00%
20.00%
20.00%
0.00%
11.11%
20.00%
0.00%
14.29%
0.00%
0.00%
33.33%
0.00%

15.58%

LOW OR



WEST DISTRICT

ALL DENIALS MINORITY DENIALS
TRACT  TOTAL MINORITY WHITE  OTHER LOWOR MODERATE MIDDLE
INCOME UPPER AS 'NA'
INCOME
5723.00 80 47 8 25 9 35 3
5725.00 43 16 7 20 11 5 0
5726.00 80 29 3 48 9 18 2
5727.00 79 46 6 27 16 28 2
5728.00 6 1 3 2 0 1 0
5729.00 50 16 8 26 6 9 1
5755.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5756.00 4 0 3 1 0 0 0
Sums 342 155 38 149 51 96 8
WEST DISTRICT
Grand Total Grand TotalGrand TotalGrand TotalGrand TotalGrand Total Grand Total Grand Total Grand Total

Table 3: Long Beach 2000 HMDA Mortgage Denials

Prepared for Institute for Urban Research and Development by GeoDataVision August 10, 2001

WHITE DENIALS

OR INCOME LISTED
INCOME INCOME AS 'NA'

1 7 0

2 5 0

0 3 0

1 2 3

0 1 2

4 3 1

0 0 0

0 3 0

8 24 6

Grand Total Grand Total Grand Total

MINORITY DENIAL RATE

LOW OR MODERATE MIDDLE

INCOME

21.43%
36.67%
28.13%
37.21%
0.00%
28.57%
0.00%
0.00%

30.36%

Grand Total

UPPER
INCOME

27.56%
25.00%
18.95%
22.58%
50.00%
18.00%

0.00%

0.00%

22.91%

4,555

AS 'NA

37.50%
0.00%
25.00%
15.38%
0.00%
33.33%
0.00%
0.00%

24.24%

1,599

OR UPPER
E INCOME

14.29%
28.57%
0.00%
14.29%
0.00%
66.67%
0.00%
0.00%

22.86%

1,198

WHITE DENIAL RATE

INCOME
UPPER
INCOME

28.00%
41.67%
21.43%
20.00%
100.00%
20.00%
0.00%
100.00%

30.00%

1,758

132

LISTED LOW OR
AS 'NA

0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
60.00%
100.00%
33.33%
0.00%
0.00%

35.29%

401 1,117
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1/ 5729001 439 1,803 25,769 1955 1 1 439 439 0 0 0
1/ 5729002 551| 2,106 20,746 1953 1 1 551 551 0 0 0
1/ 5753002 476 1,752 18,984 1979 0 1 0 476 0 0 0
1/ 5753003 548 2,089 24301 1957 1 1 548 548 0 0 0
1/ 5754011 108 782 22692 1955 1 1 108 108 0 0 0
1/ 5754012 168 616 28,403 1954 1 O 0 0 1 168 168
1/ 5754013 356| 1,362 17869 1964 1 1 356 356 0 0 0
1 5754014 676 2,716 20,446 1964 1 1 676 676 0 0 0
1/ 5754021 779 2,957 20,839 1966 1 1 779 779 0 0 0
1/ 5754022 245 801 12,292 1969 1 1 245 245 0 0 0
1/ 5755001 14 49 25,250 1,977 1 1 14 14 0 0 0
1/ 5755002 3 2 0 0o 1 1 3 3 0 0 0
1/ 5755003 6 16 0 0o 1 1 6 6 0 0 0
1/ 5755004 32 180 11,250 1,962 1 1 32 32 0 0 0
1/ 5755005 3 5 0 o 1 1 3 3 0 0 0
1/ 5758011 470 1,704 23,218 1954 1 1 470 470 0 0 0
1/ 5758012 261 1,017 21,250 1,965 1 1 261 261 0 0 0
1/ 5758021 754 2,807 21,429 1964 1 1 754 754 0 0 0
1/ 5758022 941 2,626 15,362 1,960 1 1 941 941 0 0 0
1/ 5758031 619 1,868 17,112 1970 1 1 619 619 0 0 0
1/ 5758032 498 1,100 21,765 1950 1 1 498 498 0 0 0
1/ 5759011 496 1,235 16,412 1980 0 1 0 496 0 0 0
1/ 5759012 466 1,196 25625 1959 1 1 466 466 0 0 0
1/ 5759013 288 739 25,729 1984 0 1 0 288 0 0 0
1 5759014 254 655 40,972/ 1990 0 O 0 0 1 0 254
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1 5759021 1,136 1,757 26,490 1974 1 1 1,136 1,136 0 0 0
1 5759022 886 1,444 27,857 1957 1 1 886 886 0 0 0
1 5759023 862 1,907 22,823 1964 1 1 862 862 0 0 0
1 5760002 1 2 0 0o 1 1 1 1 0 0 0
1 5762001 508 1,553 18,889 1951 1 1 508 508 0 0 0
1 5762002 670 1,290 20,667 1961 1 1 670 670 0 0 0
1 5762003 758 1,283 17,311 1961 1 1 758 758 0 0 0
1/ 5762004 700 1,502 28,977 1961 1 O 0 0 1 700 700
1 5762005 3 11 0 0 1 1 3 3 0 0 0
1 5762006 3 13 0 o 1 1 3 3 0 0 0
1 5763002 410 1,471 23,750 1,967 1 1 410 410 0 0 0
1 5763003 351 1,148 16,417 1941 1 1 351 351 0 0 0
1/ 5763004 481 1,140 25,179 1961 1 1 481 481 0 0 0
1 5763005 480 990 29,063 1981 0 O 0 0 1 0 480
1 5763006 327 1,204 28,922 1966 1 O 0 0 1 327 327
1 5764012 820 3,053 16,315 1,965 1 1 820 820 0 0 0
1 5765011 754 2,275 21,042 1956 1 1 754 754 0 0 0
2| 5759021 1,136 1,757 26,490 1974 1 1 1,136 1,136 0 0 0
2| 5760001 197 440 12,361 1 1 197 197 0 0 0
2| 5760002 1 2 0 o 1 1 1 1 0 0 0
2| 5760003 1 3 0 0o 1 1 1 1 0 0 0
21 5761001 612 826 31,429 1953 1 O 0 0 1 612 612
2 5761002 866 1,096 90,181 1968 1 O 0 0 1 866 866
21 5761003 610 747 45,227 1 O 0 0 1 610 610
2| 5762002 670 1,290 20,667 1,961 1 1 670 670 0 0 0
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2| 5762003 758 1,283 17,311 1961 1 1 758 758 0 0 0
2| 5762006 3 2 0 o 1 1 3 3 0 0 0
21 5764021 617 2,568 20,543 1,967 1 1 617 617 0 0 0
2| 5764022 788 3,007 20,230 1,958 1 1 788 788 0 0 0
21 5764031 690 2,665 18,295 1972 1 1 690 690 0 0 0
2| 5764032 882 3,417 15,517 1962 1 1 882 882 0 0 0
2 5765011 754 2,275 21,042 1956 1 1 754 754 0 0 0
21 5765012 826 1,394 40,685 1960 1 O 0 0 1 826 826
2| 5765021 1,119 3,072 17,482 1970, 1 1 1,119 1,119 0 0 0
2| 5765022 512 1,167 28,333 1953 1 O 0 0 1 512 512
2| 5765023 548 853 34688 1956 1 O 0 0 1 548 548
2| 5765031 908 2,889 23,250 1,957 1 1 908 908 0 0 0
2| 5765032 965 1,834 23,942 1950 1 1 965 965 0 0 0
21 5766011 1,753 2,345 55,673 1957 1 O 0 0 1 1,753 1,753
2 5766012 579 938 37,361 1,948 1 O 0 0 1 579 579
21 5766013 717 1,112 30,179 1947 1 O 0 0 1 717 717
2 5766021 529 776 47,813 1961 1 O 0 0 1 529 529
2| 5766022 886 1,145 96,081 1971 1 O 0 0 1 886 886
2 5766023 626 932 31,518 1,947 1 O 0 0 1 626 626
2|1 5766024 666 1,021 31531 1955 1 O 0 0 1 666 666
21 5768011 547 1,338 36,964 1963 1 O 0 0 1 547 547
21 5768012 533 955 75,114 1961 1 O 0 0 1 533 533
2 5768013 1,119 2,389 31,042 1959 1 O 0 0 1 1,119 1,119
21 5768021 992 2,314 35600 1963 1 O 0 0 1 992 992
2| 5768022 1,042 1,848 46,500 1956 1 O 0 0 1 1,042 1,042
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21 5769012 691 2,108 31,845 1956 1 O 0 0 1 691 691
21 5769022 1,336 3,585 27,887 1945 1 1 1,336 1,336 0 0 0
3| 5770004 468 1,012 51,042 1963 1 O 0 0 1 468 468
4 5733002 331 1,186 24950 1955 1 1 331 331 0 0 0
4 5750021 625 1,598 54,708 1966 1 O 0 0 1 625 625
4 5751011 809 2,890 16,108 1977, 1 1 809 809 0 0 0
4 5751012 725 2,306 41,250 1969 1 O 0 0 1 725 725
4 5751021 658 2,606 18,063 1,955 1 1 658 658 0 0 0
4 5751022 628 2,204 25,134 1965 1 1 628 628 0 0 0
4 5751031 1,250 3,485 21,288 1966 1 1 1,250 1,250 0 0 0
4 5751032 819 1,995 26,641 1970 1 1 819 819 0 0 0
4 5752021 506 2,225 22,448 1960 1 1 506 506 0 0 0
4 5752023 324 1,249 18,750 1,954 1 1 324 324 0 0 0
4 5764031 690 2,265 18,295 1972 1 1 690 690 0 0 0
4 5769011 666 2,269 21,146 1972 1 1 666 666 0 0 0
4 5769013 594 2,002 14,857 1965 1 1 594 594 0 0 0
4 5769021 744, 2,134 29,464 1971 1 O 0 0 1 744 744
4 5769023 690 2,158 22,846 1970 1 1 690 690 0 0 0
5/ 5735001 0 0 0 0o 1 1 0 0 0 0 0
51 5735002 0 1 0 o 1 1 0 0 0 0 0
5/ 5735003 0 0 0 0o 1 1 0 0 0 0 0
6 5730011 537 1,770 21,163 1958 1 1 537 537 0 0 0
6 5730012 657 2,142 21,275 1952 1 1 657 657 0 0 0
6 5730013 639 1,846 29,271 1947 1 O 0 0 1 639 639
6| 5730014 475 1,350 23,611 1,947 1 1 475 475 0 0 0
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6 5730021 562 1,917 16,176 1,955 1| 1 562 562 0 0 0
6 5730022 640 2,263 11,890 1954 1| 1 640 640 0 0 0
6 5731001 565 1,788 33500 1956 1 O 0 0 1 565 565
6 5731002 1,157 3,335 26,234 1952 1 1 1,157 1,157 0 0 0
6 5731003 463 1,417 40,417 1945 1 O 0 0 1 463 463
6 5731004 242 751 44700 1944 1 O 0 0 1 242 242
6 5732011 641 2,316 22,768 1951 1| 1 641 641 0 0 0
6 5732012 735 2,740 29,787 1949 1 O 0 0 1 735 735
6 5732021 4431 1,568 22500 1,945 1| 1 443 443 0 0 0
6 5732022 594 2,059 29,185 1955 1 O 0 0 1 594 594
6 5732023 545 2,070 26,161 1955 1| 1 545 545 0 0 0
6 5733001 742 3,069 23,041 1962 1 1 742 742 0 0 0
6 5733002 331 1,186 24950 1955 1| 1 331 331 0 0 0
6 5752011 363 1,348 12,692 1957 1| 1 363 363 0 0 0
6 5752012 460 1,519 17,426, 1957 1| 1 460 460 0 0 0
6 5752013 669 2,218 18,000 1,969 1| 1 669 669 0 0 0
6 5752021 506 2,225 22,448 1960 1| 1 506 506 0 0 0
6 5752022 456) 1,873 13,380 1,962 1| 1 456 456 0 0 0
6 5752023 324, 1,249 18,750 1,954 1| 1 324 324 0 0 0
6 5753001 342 1,140 19,224 1969 1| 1 342 342 0 0 0
6 5753002 476/ 1,752 18,984 1979 0 1 0 476 0 0 0
6 5763001 494 1,955 19,856, 1,964 1| 1 494 494 0 0 0
6 5763007 459 1,004 20,833 1,982 0 1 0 459 0 0 0
6 5764011 503 2,013 19,292 1969 1| 1 503 503 0 0 0
6 5764021 617 2,568 20,543 1967 1| 1 617 617 0 0 0
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7 5715013 1,400 2,742 39,861 1960 1 O 0 0 1 1,400 1,400
7 5720022 882 2,317 42,300 1973 1 O 0 0 1 882 882
7 5723011 521 1,921 42,297 1959 1 O 0 0 1 521 521
7 5723012 440 1,693 35592 1959 1 O 0 0 1 440 440
7 5723021 211 864 45625 1950 1 O 0 0 1 211 211
7 5723022 216 791 48,438 1954 1 O 0 0 1 216 216
7 5723023 435 1,847 36,630 1,955 1 O 0 0 1 435 435
7 5725001 1,328 3,700 22,664 1971 1 1 1,328 1,328 0 0 0
7 5726003 335 1,423 44118 1951 1 O 0 0 1 335 335
7 5727002 292 1,095 38,750 1,946 1 O 0 0 1 292 292
7 5728001 28 262 37,778 1,983 0 O 0 0 1 0 28
7 5728002 0 0 0 0o 1 1 0 0 0 0 0
7 5728003 1 1 0 o 1 1 1 1 0 0 0
7 5729001 439 1,803 25,769 1955 1| 1 439 439 0 0 0
7 5729002 551 2,106 20,746 1,953 1| 1 551 551 0 0 0
7 5729003 326 1,204 41,328 1947 1 O 0 0 1 326 326
7 5730013 639 1,846 29,271 1947 1 O 0 0 1 639 639
7 5730014 475 1,350 23,611 1947 1 1 475 475 0 0 0
7 5731002 1,157 3,335 26,234 1952 1| 1 1,157 1,157 0 0 0
7 5731003 463 1,417 40,417 1945 1 O 0 0 1 463 463
7 5731004 242 751 44700 1944 1 O 0 0 1 242 242
7 5735002 0 1 0 0o 1 1 0 0 0 0 0
8 5703031 490 1,580 32,308 1,953 1 O 0 0 1 490 490
8 5703032 772 2,287 30,625 1,960 1 O 0 0 1 772 772
8 5703041 490 1,721 31,855 1,959 1 O 0 0 1 490 490
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8 5703042 629 1,931 25,573 1966 1 1 629 629 0 0 0
8 5703043 328 1,172 28,365 1,955 1 O 0 0 1 328 328
8 5706011 674 2,086 24213 1947 1 1 674 674 0 0 0
8 5706012 700 2,096 33,026 1,954 1 O 0 0 1 700 700
8 5706013 277 977 28500 1955 1 O 0 0 1 277 277
8 5706021 528 1,888 32,214 1953 1 O 0 0 1 528 528
8 5706022 567 1,905 35,803 1955 1 O 0 0 1 567 567
8 5706024 380 1,400 32,917 1960 1 O 0 0 1 380 380
8 5706031 489 1,385 27,500 1973 1 1 489 489 0 0 0
8 5706032 1,149 3,067 25250 1970 1| 1 1,149 1,149 0 0 0
8 5706033 156 324 26,750 1,983 0 1 0 156 0 0 0
8 5715013 1,400 2,742 39,861 1960 1 O 0 0 1 1,400 1,400
8 5716001 772 1,988 12,380 1,960 1| 1 772 772 0 0 0
8 5717011 496/ 1,700 29,798 1955 1 O 0 0 1 496 496
8 5717012 595 2,063 35550 1,947 1 O 0 0 1 595 595
8 5717013 737 2,351 31,622 1959 1 O 0 0 1 737 737
8 5717021 4431 1,572 31,898 1950 1 O 0 0 1 443 443
8 5717022 1,123 3,314 31,763 1,963 1 O 0 0 1 1,123 1,123
8 5717023 246 870 45469 1949 1 O 0 0 1 246 246
8 5717024 237 897 27,472 1952 1 1 237 237 0 0 0
8 5717025 275 973 24321 1958 1 1 275 275 0 0 0
8 5720022 882 2,317 42,300 1973 1 O 0 0 1 882 882
9 5424023 0 0 0 0o 1 1 0 0 0 0 0
9 5702022 376 1,391 39,773 1952 1 O 0 0 1 376 376
9 5702023 209 788 44750 1948 1 O 0 0 1 209 209
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9 5702025 526 2,155 40,556/ 1,951 1 O 0 0 1 526 526
9 5702031 778 2,745 28,942/ 1,958 1 O 0 0 1 778 778
9 5702032 469 1,307 25536 1,963 1 1 469 469 0 0 0
9 5702041 322| 1,274 50,417/ 1,955 1 O 0 0 1 322 322
9 5702042 730 2,710 25,625 1,959 1 1 730 730 0 0 0
9 5703011 1,362 3,890 24457 1,967, 1 1 1,362 1,362 0 0 0
9 5703031 490 1,580 32,308/ 1,953 1 O 0 0 1 490 490
9 5703032 772 2,287 30,625/ 1,960 1 O 0 0 1 772 772
9 5704011 360 1,465 51,280/ 1,960 1 O 0 0 1 360 360
9 5704012 815 3,312 30,469 1,954 1 O 0 0 1 815 815
9 5704013 463 1,918 23,015 1,91 1 1 463 463 0 0 0
9 5704014 442 1,540 33,229 1,96 1 O 0 0 1 442 442
9 5704021 382 1,317 57,000 1,954 1 O 0 0 1 382 382
9 5704022 315 1,157 30,764/ 1,950 1 O 0 0 1 315 315
9 5704023 277 936 69,167 1,959 1 O 0 0 1 277 277
9 5705013 607 2,195 47,146/ 1947 1 O 0 0 1 607 607
9 5705024 392 1,400 45900 1,949 1 O 0 0 1 392 392
9 5706012 700 2,096 33,026/ 1,954 1 O 0 0 1 700 700
9 5706023 366 1,189 31,438/ 1,954 1 O 0 0 1 366 366
9 5706031 489 1,385 27,500 1,973 1 1 489 489 0 0 0
9 5717011 496 1,700 29,798/ 1,955 1 O 0 0 1 496 496
107,598 57,355 59,706 47,130 47,892

@)

(b)

(©)

(d)
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Total Long Beach Housing Units 107,598
Percentage of LBP in L Income Units (a/b) 96.06%
Percentage of LBP in >L Income Units (c/d) 98.41%
Income LBP Percentage HU
<L 54.89% 55.49%
>L 45.11% 44.51%
Total HU 104,485 107,598
LBP Housing Units Built Befor 1978 & Assumed to Have Lead Base Paint
HU Housing Units
2 IsL Income ( >$28,200) Considered Above Low Income For a Family of 4 Based on Area Median Family Income
S <L Income (< $28,200) Considered Below Low Income For a Family of 4 Based on Area Median Family Income
Sk 50% to 30% of LA/Long Beach Area Median Income ($50,300)
1 TRUE
0 FALSE
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT ADVISORY COMMISSION ROSTER OF
MEMEERS — AUGUST 2001

CHRISTINA ARONHALT, CHAIR
MARY LYNN BEUTLER, VICE CHAIR

ALVARO JOSE CASTILLD
FRANCES S, GROVER
JILL HILL

PEGGY I-C..-D..Ftﬁ.‘u’."-'-.NIEH
PATRICIA LOFLAND
DIANNE MC NINCH

J. PAUL ROBINSOMN
TAMASHA ROSS-KAMBON
ELLIOT SMITH

JOHM W, THOMAS

C. ANNA ULASZEWSKI
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CITY OF LONG BEACH

DEPARTWENT OF Tty DEVELOPMENT

Y Wl Cowan Dicubarvec, 5 S Long Baasch, Caliumiy BT [253] STT-EEER ALK j543) mTeasdE

HEGHECR GO0 SESWAIEE BifmEay

April 4, 2001
Dear Concernied Citzan:

On behalf of the City of Lang Beach, The Fair Housing Foundation is conducting an Anzlysis of
Impadiments to Fair Housing Cholee, The analysis will provide & comprehensive review of
policies, procedures and practices within the city that affect the availabllity amd accessibility of
housing and the current residential patterns and conditions related to fair hausing choice.

In developing a compeehensive analysis, we are ssaking input from a wide array of communiby
resldents and sendce providers who can share with us persanal experiences, as well as those of
their neighbors and people they wark with, as it retates to the local housing market,

You are cordially invited to participate in 8 focus group session 1o be conducted with Long Beach
community representatives. The session will be held on April 19, 2001 from 1 pm to 4 pm at the
Long Beach Public Library Auditarium, 101 Pacific Avenue, Long Beach, Galifomnia,

The focue group session will be conducted by the Institute for Urban Research and Cevalopment,
& public: policy research and analysis oroganization that has conducled several fair housing studies
throughout Los Angeles County.

Your participation will provide us with valuable first-hand information to indude in our analysis of
fair housing choice in the City of Long Beach. We hope you will be able to foin us.

Please call (562) 901-0808 to confirm your attendance.
Thank you In advance for your assistance and participation.

Slnger

(A

Development Project Manager
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EEE PUBLIC MEETING ON

;%p,. Fair Housing

Have vou or your friends ever experienced any form of discrimination while looking
for housing in the City of Long Beach? Do vou know anyone who was not allowed to
buy a home or rent an apartment because they were the wrong color, a family with
children, disabled or gay? The City of Long Beach is holding a Focus Group to discuss
Housing Discrimination.

We want to hear from you! We are requesting commenis from communiiy
residents who can share experiences with housing discrimination in the
~ City of Long Beach; the refusal to rent or sell solely based upon race,
families with children, sexual preference, and other illegal grounds.

s

WHEN: APRIL 19, 2001

WHERE:  Long Beach Library Auditorium, 101 Pacific Avenue
TIME: 6:30 P.M.

CONTACT: BJ Wills, Development Project Manager, 570-6068.

YOU CAN MAKE A DIFFERENCE IN YOUR COMMUNITY

The Cufy af Loy Beash bnvmdt 1 pvirdadi nndiseshle aecnrsierer mik Uor doosereeaes sah Dieabbiler dar off 50 Y 2 sapais!
SOCCTURSSEORr 5 regalned or oo regaen A bpaian B akemse e, pleare coans B BRI o OGN 5 A-G0GE 48
ooy priow b e rEnEsE.
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REUNION PUBLICA
Sobre La Vivienda Equitativa

iAlguna vez ha tenido usted o sus amigos una experiencia en forma de
discriminacion cuando trataba de encontrar vivienda en la Ciudad de Long Beach?
iConoce usted a alguien que no ha podido comprar una casa o rentar un
departamento por que fueron del color no aceptable, o una familia con nifios, o
incapacitados o gay? La Ciudad de Long Beach va a tener una reunion de Grupo
— de Enfoque para dialogar sobre la Discriminacion de la Vivienda.

jDeseamos ofr sus voces! Estamos pidiendo los comentarios de los
" residentes comunitarios gue puedan compartir las experiencias sobre la
discriminacion de la vivienda en la Ciudad de Long Beach; el negarse a
rentar o vender solamente basado en la raza, o familias con niios,
preferencia sexual, y ofras excusas [legales.

CUANDO: 19 DE ABRIL, 2001
DONDE: L ong Beach Library Auditorium, 107 Pacific Avenue

HORA: 8:30 P.M.
CONTACTE: B.J Wills, Administrador del Proyecto de Desarrollo sl 570-6668

USTED PUEDE MARCAR UNA DIFERENCIA EN SU COMUNIDAD

La Ciwdad de Long Beach tiene I irtencion de proveer peomodaciones razonabler er concordarcta con ef
Acto de 1990 de Amevicanos con fecapacidades. 57 se necesits wma acomadacion expecial o 5 desea esta
Enformacidn en un formate alierms, por favoer comtacie @ B Wills ol (562} 57(L0068 come 48 horer antes
de Iz reuride.
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Caniral (Hlca
L5503 W, Eighth Bmesl
Lo Angaler, T4 S0017-4114
[FEETES B

Fani Ciflicn
5235 E. Whirfier Baalevend
Lot Aapeles, C4 S0T-4013
121 % Bal-3833

LEGAL AID FOUNDATION OF LOS ANGELES

ATTORNEYS AT LAW
110 Pime Avenue, Suxie £20
Loog Beach, Califoreds 08024421
Telephane: {562) 435-3501
Fax: (562) 435:-T118

Whiter's Direct Dial Mumber (213) 640-3565

= Melzmie Fallon

September 15, 2001

Dnrector, Department of Community Development
City of Long Beach

- 333 West Occan Blvd., 3™ Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802

SENT VIA FACSIMILE AND FIRST CLASS MAIL

Eanry Meniea Dl
1658 Fulth Sarexi, Sziric 124

_ Gamia Mok, Ch 50401-3343

(2100) B-E200

Sauib Camiral Offus
8601 5. Brasdwy
Las Ampies, CA P0003-3319
[EdREE T2

Wt Do
FHE Cr=miharw Boadeyvard
Los Angeiss, Ch SOIERILTT
(313 K0 1T

RE: COMMENTS RE: THE 2001 ANALYSIS OF IMPEDIMENTS TO FAIR
HOUSING CHOICE FOR THE CITY OF LONG BEACH

Dear Melanie;

The Legal Aid Foundation of Los Angeles has reviewsd the 2000 Analysis of

Impediments to Fair Housting Choice for the City of Long Besch (MAT™) and we are

impressad with its analysis. We do, however, offer the following comments as ways in

= which the 2001 AT can be improved.

I HUD's Fair Housing Planning Guide ("FHPG™), Veol. 1, p. 2-22 - 2-23, provides
that the Al should “define 8 clear set of objectives with mensurable results that i
mntends to achisve.” For each objective, the FHPG provides that the AT should
“determine the time period for completion™ and a “process for monitoring the
- progress in carrying oul each action and evaluating its effectivencss.” While the
City of Long Beach's 2001 Al discusses many positive objectives, it falls short i
develaping a time peried for completion and & process for monitoring the progress
of thoss objectives. The Al in many places, therefore, lacks the specificity of
detzil required by HUTY, The following 15 a list of objectives contained in the
2001 Al for the City of Long Beach that lack the level of detail required by HUD.

a

Omn page 34, the Al provides that there are segregation patterns within the
City of Long Beach. The esstem part of the City, for example, is
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populated primarily by Whites. The AT recommends that the Cily take a
cloge look af this iesue (o ensure that egqual houging opportunities are
gvailable in the castern part of the City. The Al fails, however, 1o suggest
how this problem should studied, when it should be sodied or what shoald
be done with the results of the study. Although the Al discusses this i5sus
further on page 92, 1t still fals 1o provide a sufficient level of detail

On page 69, the Al provides thal the City should establish & “WNo
Talerance of Predatosy Lending” educational campaign. The Al howewer,
fails to provide a timetable for the campaign. It also fails to state who will
develop the educational materials for the campaign, who will be targeted
by the campaign, how many people the campaign hopes 1o resch and how
the effectiveness of the campaign will be measured.

On page 75, the Al provides that evidence sugpests there may be a
sVStematic practice of discriminatory lending in the City. The Al stales
that a more detafled study and analysis is necessary to determine if this is
troz. The Al feils, however, to provide how this study should be
comducted, when it showld be conducted and what should be done if the
results of the smdy affimm the existence of discomingtory lending
practices. The Al further discusses discriminatory lending practices on
page 93, vet this discussion also kacks the specificity of detail required by
the FHPG.

O page 75, the Al states that at the very least, “data suggests that a
stronger effort should be made (o promote homeownership opporiunities
and encourage improved lender performance in awarding credit 1o African
American and Hizspanic/Latino households™ The Al doss nod suggest who
should promote these epportunities or how the opportunities should be
promoted. The Al also fails to provide a timetable for prometing these
opportunities and 2 means by which the secoess of promoting these
opportuniites can be measured.

On page 91, the AT Lists the services provided by the Far Houosing
Foundation to the City of Long Beach, While this list encompasses many
worthy objectives, there @5 no level of detail provided as fo how these
objectives will be carried out, when they will be carried out and how their
suceess will be measured.  More detail is needed. For example, the Al
sintes that the Fair Housing Foundation will: *Provide education, training
and putreach regarding Fair Howsing laws and issees of cultural sensitivity
for Iocal realtors, rental property ovwners, managess, and agents” This
objective is too vague. The Al should explain bow many realiors,
landlopds, etc. will be tarpeted, It should explain how these resliors,
lamdlords, ote. will be targeted. And, the Al should stabe how suecess of
the education, training and cutreach will be measured.
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f. ﬂnpianﬁldnﬂpmvmmmmmmdmmummdmm
evidence of differential freatmeni faced by Aftcan Americans in the rental
housing market. The Al fails, however, to provide any level of detail
regarding how this mvesiigstion should be conducted znd how the
problem of differential treatment, if confirmed, will b addressad,

g Onpages 10-11 and 52, the Al explains that female headed households
face a disproportionats mumber of housing issues i the City. The AT
siatex that this trend is alarming and that it requires an in depéh shady by
the City, yet the Al fails to describe the type of study necessary. It also
fails to set & timeline for conducting such a study.

h Om page 93, the AT states that the City should expand its promotion of fair
housing cheice in the Long Besch housing market. This recommendation
is made, in part, a5 & result of the fact thal Asian and Hispanic/Latino
households are underrepresented amongst those reporting housing
concems or complaints. (Sez Alp. 11} The Al recommends, amongst
other things, PSA's and expanded outreach to aftain fair housing choice
for all. More specificity 15 necsssary, however, The Al should discuss the
suhject of the PSA's, how many FSA’s will be developed over the nexi
wyear, the target audience of the PSA's and how success of the P3A's be
mezsured. The Al should similarky explain how the targeted outreach will
be conducted to Asian and Hispanic/Lating households, with a imeframe
for when the cutreach will be conducted and a means for measuning the
success of the outreach.

On pages 50-54, the AT relies upon and discusses the *“Housing Dizerimination
Study of 198%; Differsntial Treatment i Rental Sales and Sales Markeis” This
study is taelve years old and is therefore outdated. The Al should rely on more
recent sfdisg,

On pages G065, the AT discusses mformation ofbtained at a focus group of
housing professionals. The purpose of this section of the Al 15 unclesr, as it does
not address impediments to fair honsing in the City. The information providad is
oof limited use, moreover, because identifying information regarding the members
of the focus group is nof provided. Information is not provided, for example,
regarding the number of attendees, the professional capacity of the attendess and
the methadology usad to récond the datements of the atlendess,

On page 76, the Al provides an analyvsis of local land use and zoning practices, vet
it fails to digcuss the tmpact of the City's zoning on bomeless shelters. The Ciiv's
zoning code, for example, requires homeless shelters to obizin 8 conditional use
permit, whereas botels are pol required to do so for the same Jand use (e,
lemporary. housing), This i5 an impediment to fair housing that should be
addressed 10 the AL
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5. On papes 80-84, the Al discusses the impact of local land use and zoming
practices, el fiils to address the fair housing implications of the recently passed
Anaheim Street Moratorinm (Ordinance Mo, C-7751). This Moratorium prohibits
gocial services along with gun and alcohol sales on & significant portion of
Anaheim Street in the City of Long Beach. The Moretorium is problematic for
twio reasons, First, the moratorium fzils to provide a definition of what constitutes
a “social service.” The moratorium is therefore so broad that it impedes efforts o
provide even the least distuptive and crtically needed social services o low-
income individuals. Second, the moratorium’s prohibition against social services
is an impediment to fair housing becanse the moratoriom makes social services
inaccessible to  the low-income remdents living in the ares, which
disproportionately fmpacts women and minosities.

. On pages 88-89, the Al briefly discusses the impact of lead-based pamt on low-
inearme children The Al does not, however, discuss the disparate impast that
|ead-based paint has on mimorities, The Al should snggest ways to combat lead a5
an impediment to fair bowsing, Possible ideas inchude strengthening the City's
lead ordinance, developing lead-safe work practices and creating mandatory free
testing for voung children. The Al should set concrete objectives to hartle the
City"s lesd problem, develop a timetsble for meeting those objectives and
describe & way in which the success of those objectives can be measured. Long
Beach has the third highest rate of lead poisoning among children i the State of
California. It is imperative that this impadiment to fair housing be addreszed in
the Al

7. The FHPG, on page 2-21, provides that once the Al is complets, cities should
communicate the results of the Al to policy makers, key government staff,
community organizations and the general public, The FHPG further provides that
cities should provide copies of the Al to 2]l organizations and individuals who
comtributed 1o it, that citics should adviss the general public about the Al by
holding public forums in sccessible mesting facilities with interpreters and that
key aspects of the Al should be publicized. The AT does not mention whether the
City has complied with these duties. A short section should be added to the Al to
discuss what the City hes done, or will do, to satisfy its duties 1o communicate the
results of the Al

B On February 24, 1997, the Director of HUD"s Civil Rights Division senl a letter
to Mr. James Hankla, City Manager of the City of Long Beach at that time' In
this lester, HUD commented on the City's 1996 Al, HUD stated that the City's
1996 Al “does ned inclode many of the areas that ought to be enalyzed™ and that it
“‘was not conducted in a manner called for in the Fair Housing Planning Guide.™
Although some of the deficiencies listed m HUD"s letter are remedied in the 2001

' A oapy of this Jemer g5 wached herero, HUTY's disoussion of the Cory of Loog Beach's 1996 Al is located
an pages 2= of this ketier.
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Al some of them still remain. The following deficiencies remain in the City's
2001 Al:

a The Al does not discuss policses and practices that connect transportation
and social services with housing oppormmities.

b, The Al does not discuss whether government services are provided equally
throughout all neighborhoods.

c The Al does not discuss the policies and practices of local public housmg
agencies. The Al should discuss the policies and practices of the Long
Beach Housing Authority and the Housing Authority of the County of
L.A. (“HACOLA™), as HACOLA operates the Carmelitos Public Howsing
Development in Long Beach.

9. Om January 1, 2000, California law made it illegal to discriminate based on soures
of income. Ses California Civil Government Code Section 12955, A Section 8
voucher is & sowree of income. It 1% therefore illegal for a landlord to refose 1o
rent to an individual becsuse he or she receives Section B assistance,
Unfortanately, however, it is commson practice for landlords in the City of Long
Beach to refuse to rent 1o those receiving Section 8§ assistance. A majority of
those individoals receiving Section § assistance, moreover, are women and
minorities. This is an impediment to fair housing that is not addressed the City's
Al and it should be.

Thank vou for your censideration of our comments. Should you have any
guestions, [ can be reached at (213) 640-3865.

Sincersly,

Boo Aot

Dennis L. Rockamy
Directer of Advocacy and ing

Adtachrment

CC:  Barbara Scholl, Fair Housing Feundation

BJ Wills, Development Praject Manager, City of Long Beach
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Febhrusry 24, 1987

Mr. James C. Hankla

City Manager

ATTENTION: Hr. I:.‘...'.ﬂ.ig Bapk
City of Long Beach

333 Wesk Oocean Bled.

Long Beach, Ch  S0BO2

Dear Mr, Hankla:

SUBJECT: OConeslidsbed Submission/Plan
On—site Honitaring

On Novesher 12 and 13, 1996, Ms. Ana L. Madrigal, Equal
Opportunity Speclalist, copducted an cn-site Pair Housing and
Equal Opportenity monitoring review of the Consolidated

Submission/Plan that is imp. nted and administered by the City
of Lang Beach. .

The review was conducted under the suthority of Title VI of
the Civil Righta ket of 1964, the Fair Housing Ret of 1968, as
amended, Eection 10% and Bestlom 104(b](2) of the Housing and
Commanity Development Rot of 1874, as amended, and applicable BUD
Regulatiens. The cbjective of the sopltoring review was to
determine whether the City ef Leng Beach’s performance conformes
with applicable failr bousing and egual ngpnrl:u:nitjr reguirementn,
as they impart on persoms cted by the Civil Rights Laws and

Execubive Orders. The review took into account the oumlative
programns’ funding.

Bummary

Qur menitoring concleded with po pegative findings; as such.
Bowewar, wWe do have two resulting comcerns relating e (1] .
requirements to complete an Analyels of Impediments (AI) to fair
bousing choice and (1) the requirement to implement an employment
and boeineess effort under Secticom 3 of the BHousing and Cosmunity
Development Act of 1968, as asmended,

I. Rffirmatively Purthering Fair Fousing

The Fair Hatusing Ret Section 104(b) (2} of the Housing
and Community Development Rot of 1976, as amended, and 24
CFR 570.6801 reguire that the grantes asenf= the
rnspnnsihilijts of fair heoaeing plannin candocting aa
analyeis to identify impediments to fair ua.h:? choice
within its jurisdiction, taking appropriate actions to
overcome the effectes of any impediments identified
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threugh that analyeic, and maintaining records ::afla_c:ting
the enalysis and n:rti;n: in thie regard.

The Eit-jr of Long Beach contracts with ths Lang Beach

Fair Hosasing Foundation (FEF) to provide fair honsing
pervices to the City’'s residents.

From July 1, 1895 to June 30, 1996, FEF provided
services to 8,409 individusle mnd families, Based on the
etatistics shown, oot of this numher 30% were Latins, 36%
Afriosn American, 39% wers Cancasisn, 9% were
Asian/Pacific Tslanders, less than 1% werse American
Indian. In addition, 54% of this nunmber were identified
as femele heads of hemseheold.

Aecording to records provided, in 1995/1996, the FEP
received ower 1000 inquiries, many of which resulted in
fair housing complaints. FHF appmars te heve condnobed 305
investigations. Based on the records reviewed the majority
of the complaints f£iled were race bassd. In tha City of
Long Beach there were 99 cases, out of which 40 were race
based. R review of the intake procedure, investigations,
evelustions and resclubinns was conducted. Rditionally,
copies of actusl complaints were reviewed.

In 1995 and 199E, reeords show thet legal information
on Fair Houping was provided at workshops cenducted by FHF
in the City of Long Beach for over 1500 persons. Within
the same year over 5600 pieces of informatienal 1iterature
were apparently distributed ln the City of Long Beach.
Literature distributed included English, Epanieh and Khmer.
PHF conducted ten Falr Housing Workshops in the City of
Long Beach and staffed three Palr Hoosing booths £t various
events, The above information was verifled through
interviews; files and cther documentaticn provided the
City and FEF staff. Based en all the documsntation it was
apparent that the City, through its contract agent, FEHF,
had carried sut activities intended to affirmatively
further fair housing.

i of £ Lo =

The City's AI was cénpleted on Pabruary 6, 18%5. A
copy of the City's AT wae provided dering gur monitering
review. Our review of the Cit¥‘s AI has resulted in the
following comments:

(1) Generally, we find that the completed-AT does not
include many of the areas that cught to be analyzed

and was not conducted in a panner called .for, in.the.
[FelriHonging Planning Guide that was, provided to the |

2
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(2)

(3}

(&)

F.&

City at training workshops and through general
mailings form HOD's Beadguarters in Washington.

There appears to have been little or no
correbaration during the campletien of the AT with
commiinity organizations, other honeing providers,
resltors, lenders, etc. as called fer inm BUD's Faiz
Hovsing Planning Guids,

Other iesues, mattere and locel practices which the
Planning Guide indicated far inclusion, but emittad in
the Loag Beach AL, were the following:

+ A discussion of the methodology used in Pfeparing the
AT.

Certain dats sources, such as edusaticnal dets anpd
mapping software.

+ The use of accesaibility standards in local
cobstoiction.

+ Policies concerning the appliestion of site and
welghborhood standsrds for local new construction
develepmants, especially for mecistad developments.

+ Policies and practices that eccnnect tran tian
end soclal services with housing opportunities.

# Whethsr government services are provided egqually
throogh all neighborhoods.

+ Polices and practices of yeur public housing
agencies,

+ "All adalt® issues, dead restrictions, inaccessible
designs, losal cccupancy standards and practicen,
local lending practices, real estate appraisal
practices, insurance underwriting practices, and
segregated housing conditions locally.

The City’'s RI concluding list of impediments include
general social and economic problems and eonditions
vhich do not relate o fals housing cholice; as ench,
problems not dealing with Tace, color er other
parsonel characteristics sovered by feir housing laws
or not related to housing discriwmination. The
analysis is focused outside of the previded fair
bousing guidance, on problems of atgarﬂubili.t;.- instead
of problams related ta housing disarimination, direct
or indirect. Thus the actions proposed, for the most
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Eﬂrt: aras not fair housing or viewed ms intended to
nrther fair housing.

We recommend that the City of Long Beach revisit
this 856 during the coming months in order to improve
nignlgimntly those parts of your AT that are not in
keeping with our Fair Housing Guide. We are imluﬂing;
P He

Self-Review Form for your use to mi_ﬁﬁ*thiw
“ill“be happy to provide further aseietanse and an
‘additionsl copy of the Falr Bousing Guide, if yon desirs
"such. We would appreciate a response to thic concern
¥ithin 60 days of recelving this letter.

Egual Benefits Opportunities

Section 24 CFR 570.602 of the CDEG regulations, Title
Vi of the 1964 Civil Rights Rst, and Section 109 of the
Hom and Community Development Aot of 1974, as amended,
pr t discrimination an the basie of race, color,
national origin or gender in the use of COBG funds and
indicate appropriate affirmative action to be undertaken in
order to snsure that the program or activity is open to all
without regard to race, eolor, or naticmal origin.

Emong the ¢DBG funded prejects is one that provides
residents with various self-help programs to improve their
homes. After meeting certain incone delines and opoe
approved, homeowners can participate in the various
programs, The Heme Improvement Rebate Program (BIEF) and
the Homeowner-occupant Rehabilitation Tioan Program together
provided 765 loans to Long Beach residents, Out of this
oumber, BY9% were minority residents and 43% were female
beads of hoosehold.

Interviews concerning the City’'s REehabilitation
Program were conduncted with warious City representatives
oend a review of several files aand documente was condoc
in order to verify information on the way the program
operates and regarding beneficiaries. J

Ao interview was also conducted with the person
cverseeing the Graffiti Frevention Mural Program.
hocording to the representative, an average of 25 to 50
residents, between the ages of 14 and 25 years old, attend
annually. Well known local artists volunteer their time
and skills to teach reszide icipating in the program.
For the 193571996 fiscal year, 41 Cepnsus tracts were
included. Records showed that 37 oot of the 41 Censons
tracts involved in the pre had over 50% minority
residents (an average I?E 80% on the majerity of these
census tracts]. The other nine were below 50k, including a
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census tract with 0% minority residents. Eight murale wers
completed and §87,557 was spant for fiscal year 1995/1934.
Some of these sites were visited in order to werify the
information as reperted.

Beced on the information, recozds and interviews
provided, it seems that the City of Long Beack iz doing

well in terms of providing equal benefits opportunities in
the sbove mentioned programs.

Section 3 Prooranm

Aocording to 24 CFR Part 135 of the federal
ragulations for Sestion 3 of the Housing and Urban
Development et of 1968, az amended, whenever BUD financisl
assistance is provided at 5200,000 or mere for housing or
community development construotien projects, to the
greatest axl:antnﬂaalbla, economic oppecktunities will ba
given to low-income residents and businesses in those areass
where the construction takes place.

While on-site, interviews were conducted with the
various city employees invelved in Section 3, including the
person responsible for overseeing the program. Apparently,
& mechaniem to collect the data wes not in plase.

Howewer; the City Representative was in the process of
daveloping & mechanism. Based on the records reviewed,
the proper City Staff has been trained or attended the

1925 workeshop sessions provided by this office. Records
elec show that in gualified Section 3 City coptracte; all
necessary language is inoluded. Sectien 3 is also properly
addressed spperently during the bidding process.

Furthermore, prior to the monitoering review, thers was
2 written exchange of information between the City
&nd this office. The exchange was in referenss to a
specific Section 3 quelified construction project currently
being developed in the City. Durfing this uxgg,uqu, it was
tlesrly stated that all neceas meEdsures are being teken
in order to ensure that Section 3 requirements are met. On
December 2, 1996, this exchange was followed up with a
telephone conversation in which, scain, cemplisnce with
Section ¥ requlations was assured.

At the time of the mnnitaﬂng, the Section 3 Repart
for fissal year 1905/1896, had not been submitted by the
Clty. Thus, we recommend that this repert be cent to this
offlce as scon as possible in order to olwEr our concern in
raferenca to Eection 3. Eooclosed find the Sectiopn 3
"Technical Assistence Team Hepert™, oh I promised teo
mzke available to City during our Deoevhar 2, 1996,
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telephone conversation.

According to 24 CFR 85.36, recipients have an
obligation to take reasonable actions to maximize
opportunities for minority and women contracter
participation in the CDBG program.

Baged on the Ciiy's Contract and Sub-contract Activity
Report, minerity business owners received 28% of the total
!!LPP!-‘M-T-'III*-EI; §3,209,780) program menies spent during
fipcal year 1995/1996. Women owned business (WBE)
participation was 15% (approximately £500,000) of the total
amount spent for same fiscel yesar. Two of the WOE owmars
were interviewed during the menitering and one of the sites
was vigited. During the interviews both women gave detafl
accoonts of their partieipsticn in the WBE program. These
detaile sppeared to coineide with the recorded informationm.

An interview was alsc conducted with a City
Representative currently oversseing the City’s Business
Davel L Center. Their most successful program,
according to the Clty Representative, is their annual

Minority~-Owned and Women-Onmed Basinees Development
Confarence.

Based on the above informatieom, it is apparent that

; the City 1s currently meeting their MBE/WBE reguirements s
etated on the regulatiens.

¥. Bection 504 Requlations

Gecktion 504 of the Rehabilitatien Aot of 1573, a=
amended, states in pertinent sa.n that "ne otherwise
gualified individual with hardizsaps in the Usited
Stetes...shall, solely by reason of his/her handicap, be
excluded from the participatisn in, be denled the bensfits
of, or be subjectad to dimerismination under any program or
activity recelving federal financial assistance."

The City of Long Beach used an outeide consultant to
canduct their assessment and traneiticnal plan. The

tranaitional plan was leted on September 1, 1995. &
copy ef the assesement and plan were awvailable and reviewed
during the monitoring. »Among the Rity’s first projects
were the public library and the Co Chambers. B list
of their improvements schedule, shewed thiat cat of abeout 30
broposed projects, abogt 50% have been tompleted. Based on
thees recards, it ars that the City completed their
assessmant and transitional plan as reguired by the

./ ‘
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- We appreciate til;n tims, courtesy and cooperation i
S’ M. cmigpﬁtack and other staff mh:!:.-n during the miﬁg?

ing
review. GShould you have A eptions or e additional
information please contact office at (213) 894B040.
ainuurﬂ%un,
L LTI At LA,
Thomas F. Honore’
fpirector

civil Rights Division

Enclosire
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ATTORNEYS AT LAW

Central Tifice 110 Crensdars Bhel.
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September 18, 204]

Melanie Fallan

Lrrector, Department of Commuinity Developenen)
Uity af Long Beach

313 West Ccean Blvd., 3rd Floor

Lostig, Benels, (24 SOROQ

RE: X001 Long Beach Analysis of Tmpediments

VA FACEIMITE: 562 5706205

Dear Me Fallon:

BITL GEr 296

Santa Maonica Uifice
Iisll Falth Sirad, Saoe 138
hairls Monk, CA Wi

100 B 0

Samih Crmiral Uilice
Rl £ Brosdway
law Arpeled, A4 TR
(ARSI 2]

1o o Commuanity §leslth Fromoter 31 Do) And Foundation of Los Angeles. | bong: so this pasition
exphi venrs of exporence i working on Leud s g heabth, bousing and economée development iasue In
my previogs work | oollibersied with communaty develomineis sgencies, howeang advocates and health
adtvic it bring alwmt charpe in b lead poeoning arid lesd-lesed paint kaeards sen mitigabal, As
u Cammumaty Healdth Promoics, 1am clasped wilh working with comminaty ecgarceatios, s Loang
Bench Hexlth Dopartmen and the Long Beach Buiding and Planning Depariment (o look o) current
policy as i1 eelates o Dntlervention ve. Prevention of lead hawasds amd the beahh ol & chuld, | wall woek
with these apencees by look at how we revise or crente dicy Thl kecps owang amis oo the srwrket and
kecps thern safe ond affordable whale ersuring the health and salely of chaldeen amd thea fimalies

The link of lead, bousing |t B and aMendeble hoasing i and coononie development (5 impa-tans
and amy analysie of impedimente should demansirgiy how ikt link aflesis o persons right to chooee
whiere they Live. | offer these addinons] comments from Logal Al Foumdatsen of Lod Angeles regardimg
thet Amabyris of Fmpodimests e Fig Hoisng Chosoe far the City af Long Heach; spoaficlly the section
o Fair Howserg amed 1esd-hasod pami. Whale | found that the "air Vloasing Foundation has o clear
urdlerstimd ing wf the sources and nsks ussociated with lead -rmeed paint, there is o need G glan figukion
25 o e work plan, methedobegy and oralyss of lead-tased paint and code oo imocmical 2s an
irnpediment 1o fair howsng.

WIS ATEIG0 IT0-0l-des
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[l I MR e g Leede slibes thal the urisdiciion responable B cenng oul the Al should has
& cleur set of vhjcctives, imclines and o process [or mesturing the success of hse shjectives. Clamenily fe
Al in regenls b Lead-basod paim and Fajr Tosing does mal grovide a woark plan 1o fight the problem of
l.ead and waide enforcersen? prohlents m low-instne commmaniies. Mor does i1 make the cimngoTion o
acocssibility and aflordabdlity ae ji relases wo the same M

B The Al does mab jdemify bew e ely will n%e mosme data end bousing sock data o addoess the
paitemn of ow-income housing in speailie census traets ardl (s relationship w lead-based pain|
haenrds in thak baasing.

3. (husido of the mention of Familial $mtos, the Al docs oot addeess tremads or patiems of
dserminarion in ks -imeome communitice and bew st comrolies o the pumbber of bousng code
winkatwws in high-risk oenses ecks.

3. T A dest nal prescend a plan fiw woekon with povernmami agencess (local and sl ar kheal
CoTEEn Ty s L Pemedy onde vanlalions, incomse e ar affordabe]ity dsswey i ideniified bead
burdened census tracts, at 5 deserihed & the Fog losiag Plusning Gubde. What ageneacs will sark
with ihe FIN'? What are the srees of collahorsljon?

4. The Al does not uddrces the goal of the Consolidoied Flan 1 developing edicalonul progsumms, with
ey purtments, for tesants in high-rsk coarmemties io learm more sboul their rights and
reypematbilimes reganlimg lepd poisoning risk assesyment and remedy of Tisks.

% How wall the FIIF ook #) soming. revitalization and enforcement o housmg coded an they relale 1o
Lead & the A% Long Boach ks the 3 highest sole of podtancd efnldren in the stade and 13% of itz
umiss {1, 00 wore constructed before 1950 What is the jlan 1o adshes this msus?

i, ‘The Al does not prosenl on assessment of evaluaizen process to momibar progress amd achievemen) of
lead-reluied goals amd objectives. 1Tow will the FHE mesure the impast of their work en
accesshiliy or alfontability of heastng® How will the effeets of edusition ued collaboratsm bo
ricasured? Wi ano the tools o make b assessment’

T, Blow will the Al abjectives mes the obpeciives of the Crosolidaled Plan in regards the Tasal m
haousmp® How will the FHF monilor the progress?

I uppreciate the opporiunaty to subrmit these commenis,

Sineurely,

Kathlesn Cheer
Communsty Heslih Fromisier
Legal Aid Fouraksisen of Los Angeles

o Barbara Schull, Furr Housing Foumbision

21 Wilis, Developmen! Project Manager
Lty af Long Hasch

Brept ol Commumity Developmend

533 W, Ovecan Bivd,, 3% Flowr

Long Beuch, A 90E02

-d

O A BITL HEE 296 wldel TS iEHO0 10-81-deg
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,%‘» CITY OF LONG BEACH
I-_ DEFARTMENT OF COMMUBITY EWVELOFMENT

—1 A4 =1

A5 WERT O{EaN BOULEVARD & LG gEacH, CALRORRS (0500

October 16, 2001

Ms, Kathbeen Cverr

Community Health Promolar

Legal Ald Foundation of Los Angeles
110 Pine Avenue, Suite 420

Lang Beach, California S0802-2421

SUBJECT: 2004 Analysis of Impedimeants o Fair Housing Choice for the City of
Long Beach

Dear s, Cheam;

This letter i in response 10 your writben comments submitied st the September 18, 2001
Community Development Advisory Commission's PubBc Hearing on the 2001 Analysis of
Impediments {Al} to Falr Howsing Choice for the City of Long Beach.

We ecknowiedge that fhe information provided in the Al study on lead based paint as if relates
io fair howsing only scratches the surface of this issue. You raise some poignant issuss in your
comments. Addiional information on the City's efforts to address lead based paint isswes has
been added for the final drafl of he sludy. The following information provides the City's
response to each of the seven (7) issues raised in your letter. The format of this letter provides a
response to each of the issues vou raised.

Issue #1: Typically the individuals that use Sow-Income” Rousing are renters and therefore not
truly able 1o make changes and comection to their housing. The Clity of Long Beach has specific
pregrams in The pramarily low-income areas that target the owners of the property (o improve the
housing. The City also has an Intensified Code Enforcement Program that works within specific
areas kb ensure that all hosing is browght and maintained ol Long Beach City Code.

Issue #2: In constructing the Al, the City of Long Beach looked to identify clear trends andior
patterns of discimination. The siaff welcomes the ideniification of more cumenl studies
conducted that identifies such patterns in the low-Ingome: communities area for Tulure review,

Issue #3: The City of Long Beach Health and Community Development Department has
programs designed to reduce and eliminate Lead Paint in the homes of Long Beach. The City
will continue to aggressively pursue Feders! grants to support thes effod,

Issue #4: The City of Long Beach has free teating available to children o identify il they have
been exposed to lead paint. The Al "Fair Housing Action Plan™ will include information aboul the
codtaboration befween Heafth and Community Developrment Depariments to educate the
commurity aboul the dangers of lead paint in Long Besch hames,

AIPETETERGA (BT SFLLEE] « Boonomic Dewsioprasei JREY STO-TEE - Hiwling Bemdces 1340 BiEnan
Hiulg AdFoery (B ST0-8347 « Maghoorhoos Farwiged (S85] TPO-B06E - Puppes Dareish (52] S5(oanen
RedtvEipTand (267 IP0-B014 - FAE (RS IPTHE1S - TOD 40 ]
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Issue #5, #6, & #7: The City of Long Beach acknowledges that the information provided in the
Al study on lead based paint as It relztes io fair housing only stratches the surface of this issue.
We encoursge and welcome the Legal Ald Foundation and all others concerned with this issue
o work with the City of Long Beach to address the evaluation and meassurement of the
effectives of education and reduction of kead paint in Long Beach homes.

The City of Long Beach appreciates and commends your effort to improve the lives of the
Citizens of Long Baach. We hope to have your continued participation and confributions.

| hope that this provides you with a clear resolution o your concems We appreciats you
comments and will consider your concams.

Sincersly,

{53
Dévelppment Project Manager
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September 18, 2001
Ms. Melanie Fallon, THrector Vin Facsimile snd First Class Mail
Commumity Development Department

City of Long Beach

333 West Ocean Bivd., 3* Floor

Long Beach, California H0802

Re: 1z On Diraft Analysi i io Fai i
Desr M. Fallon:

Mental Health Advocacy Services, Inc. (MHAS) i3 & public interest law office
providing legal services to individuals with mental and developmental disabilities with an
emphasis an using fair housing laws to further housirg opportunities for individuals with
disahilities. For the past several years, we have worked with bath loeal jurisdictions,
primarily in Southern California, and developers of housing for mdividuals with
dizabilities to enswre that municipalities’ land use and zoning practices comply with both
federal and state fair housing laws.

Cur office has worked on fair housing issuss within the Citv of Long Beach for
several years, addressing the ramifications of PD-30,a temporary moraiosivm in the
drramtown area and, more recently, MHAS provided technical assistance to the City af
Long Beach in the development of a fair housing reasonable aceommodation procedure
for inclusion in the municipal zoming code. With this hackground of experience in the
City of Long Beach and & concemn for the Ciny's fiir bousing complizncs, we ant
submitting the following comments on the City"s draft Analysis of Impediments 1o Fair
Housing (hereafier “AT"). Chur comments are limited to thoge sections of the Al that
implicats housing opportumities for individusls with disabilities.

General Comments Concerning Discussion of [ndividuals With Lisabilities

The Al reports that in the preceding five years, 1996 — 2001, the Fair Housing
Foundation of Long Beach opened 70 cases alleging discrimination based on physical
and mental disabilicy. This is the third highest basis of complaints, even if one relies only
om the number of physical disability based diserimination cases opened by the
Foundation. While this is & significant ranking, the commitment 1o affirmatively further
fuir howsing, in terms of providing fair housing services to specifically combat
discrimination against indrviduals with disabilities and “efforts to identify and eliminste
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M. Melanie Fallon, Director
Seplember 18, 2001
Page 2

impediments” (pp. 91 - 92}, does not address the magnitude of the problems that
individuals with dizabilities within the City of Long Beach confront in securing
affordakle and mocessible housing that meets their needs.

The authors of the Al correctly identify local land use and zoning practicss a5 an
impediment to the development and siting of housing for individuals with disabilities
(p.80). As noted earlier, MHAS worked with the City of Long Beach to amend the City’s
zoning code to add a fair housing reasonable accommodstion crdinance procedure for
individuals with disabilities and developers of housing for individuals with disabilities 1o
seck flexdbility in the application of restrictive zoning provisions that inhibit housing
development,

While we are very pleased thet this ordinance is now employed by the City, we
harve consistently informed Long Beach that its restrictive use provisions for congregate
howsing and the frequent imposition of a conditional use permit requirement is in conflict
with federal and state fair howsing Jaws becanse the prohibitions deny howsing
opporimities to individuals with disabilities. In other words, the existence of a
reasonzble accommodation procedure does not resolve existing provisions in the City's
zoning code that have a discriminatory impact on the development and siting of housing
for individuals with disabilities, We assume that the lack of & discussion in this section
of the Al of the City's fair housing reasonable accommodation procedurs was an
oversight and hope that it will be included.

While the City is 1o be commended for identifying land use and zoning practices
as an impediment to fair bousing for ndividuals with disabilities, the analysis falls short
in that it oniv considers “handicapped housing ™ There is no discussion of the City"s two
additional use classifications, “special group residence - residential care facility™ and
“special group cars ~ communal housing.” The land use and zoning section of the
current draft should be expanded to discuss the code reswictions for thess two additional
use classifications. Additiomallv, the Al should consider zoning code definitions that may
ar may oot adversely impact the development and siting of bousing for individuals with
disabifities. We also note that while both the preceding section of the Al addressing
senior housing and, the subsequent section focusing on social service offices meluds &
discussion of “proposed action,” the same is oot provided for housing for individusls with
disabilities.

Accessibilitv of Housing 1o People with Disahilities
Backeground Discyzsion of the Law

The drafi presents an explanation of the faderal Fair Housing Act rezsonsble
accommodarion and reasonable medification provisions; however, a staternent abouf the

165



M=, Melame Fallon, Director
Sepiember 18, 2001
Page 3

lzter is incormect. The Al states at p. 83 that “[a] bewsing provider may require 8 tenant o
escrow the cost of rehEming property 1o s onginal condition if modifications eowld not
be used by fmare tenants . " This 15 o misstatement of the law. A tenant i only
required o return modified premises to their original eonditian if the modifications made
would interfere with a futurs tenant’s use and enjoyment of the premises. Itis very
important that the correct standard for the restoration requirement be articulated in the AL

A subsequent section of the draft AT attesmpits to distimguish berween the
profections afforded imdividuals with disabilites under the Fair Housing Act and the
Americans With Disabilities Act (ADA}) but, the section is incamplete, confusing and it
contins several errors in need of reviston. First, the Fair Housing Aet applies to private
housing as well as public and assisted (subsidized) housing. The draft statement at p. 36
incomrectly states that “[t]he FHA covers private housing. ™

Secand, the explanation of the ADA is confusing, primarily because {1 is
incomplets, The key distinction between the Fair Housing Act and the relevant sections
of the ADVA is that the former applies to residential dwellings and the later covers the
activites of state and local governments and, the buildings in which they operate, under
Title I end public accommaodstions, parsuant to Title 1. No clear definition of “public
accommodations™ is provided for the reader. The ADA is 8 complex area of law and the
drafters may want to re-evalugte how this section is pressnted, if at all,

Finally, the draft indicates that fasr housing laws apply to homelbess shelters {p.
851, This statement may or may not be comrect depending on the nature of the shelter and
how [ong an individual may reside there. It is also passible that both the Fair Housing
Act and the ADA apply to a homeless shelter: the part of the buildmg whers the
individuals reside may be covered by the Fair Housing Act and the portion of the
building where services ane provided is subject 1o the ADA, Title [11, Based on the
foregoing analysis, we suggest that homeless shelters are not o clear example to use in the
Al

Comoli i ivilicy Requi

This section of the draft comectly ideotifies the impomance of providing hoosing
thar is sccessible o individuals with physical disabilities and raizes the problem of local
building codes not referencing the Fair Housing Act requirements (p, 871, Tt s alse
possble that the Ciry is inadvertently approving plans withowl ensuring compliance with
the law and that this omission 15 eontnbuting to compliance problems. The Al should
consider this possible impediment and suggest thad the City reviesw how residential
building plans are approved, whether complisnce with accessibility requirements is par
of the plan check process snd whether persormel in the department are in need of raining
on the requiremenis of the lawy. Any additional impediments sdentified in this area should
alss be sddressed in the gosls and objectives seetion of the AL
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Mz, Melanie Fallan, Direcior
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The problem of providing accessible housing 15 actzally two-fold. Ensuaring that
new construction meets the accessility requirements of the law is cssential. However,
meny residential buildings not subject to the requirements of the law muss ke made
aocessible 1o individuals with physical disabilities to mees the howsing demands in Long
Beach. To address this impediment, the City of Long Beach should develop financial
resources and make funds available directly to tenants to make modifications for physical
accessibility. Additionally, the City should develop finansisl incentives for landlords o
modify their muit-family residential dwellings 1o increase the supply of rental howsing
that is accessible to individuals with physical dissbilities. As noted below, the Al should
recommind developing both of these programs to further fir housing for individuals
with disshilities in the City of Long Beach.

The Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) has indicated in its
Fair Housing Planning Gade that a junisdiction in developing its action plan must define
a chear set of objectives with measurable results that it imtends to achieve. Each objective
must have a poal with milestones toward achieving the objective including & list of
actions to be completed and & timeline for completion.

The activities related 1o eliminating impediments w falr housing Tor individuals
with dizabilities fall far short of HUDs specificity mandate. For sxample, the *Revisions
to the Zoning Code™ section, at p. 93, merely siates that the findings of the Al are to be
presented to the Zoning Administrator and that the Zoning Adesinistrator i5 fo be
“worked with™ to amend the code o ensure compleance with fair housiog laws, Mors
specific information must be provided in the Al 25 to what ssctions of the code need o be
amended, who will overses this process and when it is anticipated that this objective will
be accomplished.

The szction addressing accessible bousing in the City of Long Beach presents the
sarme shorcoenings as discussed immediately above.  Who will oversee this effert?

What 15 the timeline for completion of the ohjectives 1o further the development of
accessible bousing? Additionally, the suggestions presentesd earlier in this l=ter
concemning accessible housing should be incorporated mto this ssction of the AL

of Lomic

The draft Al has no discussion of the role of the City’s Houning Autherity in
affirmatively furthering fair housing. | is well know that individuals with disabilibes are
dizproportionately low income and therefore public housing and othier assistance
programs operated by the City's Housing Autharsty provide a possible source of
affordzblz housing. Howeves, what 15 aot knovwa from this drafi Al is the Apeney's
effectiven=ss in furthering 15 federal fair howsing mandate. Does the Agency kave
practices and procedures in place 10 address complaimis of housing discrimination? Are
there & sufficient number of sceetble units available to individoals with disabalities and,
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Ms. Melanie Fallon, Director

September 18, 2001
Page 5

if nat, is Section 34 mopsy gvailable to retrofit units? There are & mubstude of
questions that the Al must explore in its review af the City's Housing Authoriny.

it Pasitcipation i s of mient

In its Fair Housing Planning Chaide, HUT) states that since fasr bousing planning is
# companent of the Consalidated Plas (Con Plan), the citizen participarion requiresnents
of the Con Plan 21 farth in the federal statute apply to fhe development of the Al (Fair
Heusing Planning Guide a1 p.4-3.} The Con Plan citizen pamicipstion requirements are
ael facth in highly detailed regulations and mandate wide éircelation of a draft document
and & public hearing process. Jurtsdictions must provids sufficient ime beoween
circubstion of 2 draft Al and the scheduling of a public hearing 5o that individuals and
imterested praups have & geniine oppertunity to review and comment on the decument
Additionally, there mzst be & Eme pedod betwesn public hearings and City's adopticn af
a1 Al 5o that the comments of citizens may be carefully considered and, where
appeopriate, incorporated mio the AL We ars not aware that the Clty af Long Beach has
developed a public participation plan thus far por, widsly circulatsd this deaft to
interested individuals and groups in the community, We trge the City of Lang Beach 1o
follow the Con Plan public periicrpation requirements in all farther developments of its
Al

We appereciate the opportueity to provide the City of Long Beach with comments

om its drafi AL If you have any questions concerming the abeve ar are in need of any
additiensl information, pleass do not hesitate o contact me.

Sipcerely,

Lo i

Kim Savage
S=nioT Attommey

KSm

ce:  Barbeara Shall
B.J.Will=
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CITY OF LONG BEACH

DEFARTMENT OF COMPMUNITY DEVELOFMENT

| . s wWERT DCEAM BORIEVARD ¢ LOHG ERACH, CALITONRLE, BOE0T

October 16, 2001

Mz. Kim Savage

Senior Attormey

Mental Health Advocacy Service, Incorporated
1336 Wikshire Boulevard, Suite 102

Los Angeles, California 30017

SUBJECT: 20 Anglysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice for the Gity of
Long Beach

Dear Ms. Savage:

This ketter is In response o your written comments submitted at the Sapiember 18, 2001
Community Developmen! Advizory Commizzion's Public Hearing an the 2001 Analysis of
Impediments (Al) to Fair Housing Choloe for the City of Long Beach.

The City of Long Beach apprediates your review and analysis of the information included in fhis
Al study and regrets not having the opportunity to incorporata your expertise al an earfier stage
in the process of developing this Al study. Based on your written comments, we have made
adjustments io the finel draft related to faciual misrepresantations andlor unintended omissons.
The following information provides the City's responss io each of the seven (7)) issuss raised n
your letter. The format of this letter provides a response to each of the issues you raised.

fs=ere #1: This Al study includes s good desal of Informetion on some of the issues thal serve as
impediments o fair housing choloe for people with disabilities. The City of Long Beach is
working hand to eliminate impediments 1o those individuals with disabliiies, menial or physical.
Howmver, wi acknowtedge thal a greal deal more needs (o e doneg o ensure equal access fo
housing opporiunities in this community as it relates o people with disabilites, We encourage
Menial Health Advocacy Sarvices and all others concermed to work with the City of Long Beach
 In 8 more comprehensive review of the specific issues and concems affecting fair housing
chioica for people with disabilities in this community.

_ Isspe #2: The City of Long Beach commands Mental Health Advocacy Services for their work to

establish a ressonable accommodation ordinance in Long Beach. The City looks forward to
contimuing our work with Mental Health Advocacy Services to further reduce rescive the
potental for discriminalony application of land use and zoning practices as it impacis housing for
people with disabiliies. You comeclly identify an unintenfional omission on our part in the
seclion on “handicapped housing™. This has been comacied in the Tinal dosumeant,

dewwpygnon |BET ETI-Ei ! - Boomomee Dewsioprrery (38T STE-186D « Fowning Senvices (33 ITI-ERE
Homng AUTYEEy |E8E STI-AT - Hechizrboo oy (3171 [T - Properdy Secscay [282) I7-ER0S
Feaspsalonme s (R STOHEE1Y - FAX (RAT) A7 G S - TDD (383 S70-S8 89
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Issue #3: You comectly point out some faclual misrepresentation in this section, We have
atternpied to address some of these Issues in the final documend.

Isswe #4: The City of Long Beach believes that we have addressed this issue in the Al study but
certainly welcomes yvour additional commeants.

Issie #5: The issues and recommendations for actions cited in The Fair Housing Plan section
of the Al Study are presented as a starting point for the City of Long Beach. We are confident
that we have prepared a thorough and comprehensive analysis of some of the barders to fair
housing in the City of Long Beach. However, we are engaging in an on-going process to
develop aclions to address fair housing issues and concems.

Issue #6; The purpose of the study is to prepare a therough and comprehensive analysis of the
barriers to fair housing cholee in the City of Long Beach. The Long Beach Housing Autharity is
not a bammier is &nd therefore not identfied in the Al The United States Department of Housing
and Urban Development strictly enforces that the Housing Authority provide them with practices
and procedures o address housing discrimination.

— Issue #7: We have added a section in the Introduction and Executive Summary section of the
Al study on Public Consuftation and Community Inputl.

We want fo reiferate that we are confident that the 2001 Analysis of Impediments 1o Fair
Housing Choice in the City of Long Beach is & thorough and comprehensive analysis of fair
housing Issues and concems in the community, We hope that all those concemed with fair
nousing in this community will work together to address the bamiers fo fair housing choice
identified in this study along with other concemns as they are identified.

- The City of Long Beach appreciales and commends your effort lo improve the lives of the
citizens of Long Beach. We hope 1o have your continued participation and contribulions.

Sincersly,

- i{ b T
ﬂhls =

Denelopment Project Manager
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i CITY OF LONG BEACH
— e
|

Ociober 16, 2001

Mr. Dennis L. Rockway

Director of Advocacy and Training
Legal Ald Foundation of Los Angeles
110 Fine Avenue, Suite 420

Lomg Beach, California S0802-4421

SUBJECT: 2001 Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choica for the City of
Long Beach

Desar Mr. Riockway:

This letter is in response lo your written comments submitted at the September 18, 2001
Community Developmen! Advisory Commission's Public Hearing on the 2001 Analysis of
Impediments (A1) to Fair Housing Choice for the City of Long Beach.

The following information provides the City's response to each of the nine (3) Bssues rased In
your letier. Tha format of this letter provides a response to each of the issues you raised.

Issue #1: The HUD Fair Housing Planning Guide, Volume |, Includes & vast armay of information
“suggested” for inclusion in an Analysis of Impediments study. HUD officials acknowladge that
this Iz meant as a “guide” and that all of the “suggested™ items may not be included in a sngle
analysis study. The issues and recommendations for actions cited in The Fair Housing Plan
section of the Al Study are presentad as a starting point for the City of Long Beach. The City of
Long Beach has developed a specific "Fair Housing Actien Plan” to address the impediments
identified in Be study to be implementad within the mexd year

Issue #2: While the 1989 study usad as background information i this sludy B welve Years
old, the findings from this comprehansive national stedy that included components conducted in
the Metropalitan Los Angeles/Long Beach region are sl very relevant and applicable ioday. We
welcome the idaniification of more cument studies conducled In this area for fulure review.

Isswe #3; Parlicipants in our focus groups were assured that they will not be identified by name
or linked o specific comments in order to promate fres and open dislogue during the sessions,
Howeaver, information has been added o the introduction of the focus group with howsing
prafessicnals’ section to identify the professional capacity of the participants. This section
serves a useful purposs in that it helps wdentify the evaolving views of professicnals in the
housing industry as well as raise flags regarding questionable practices that continue o pose
barriars to falr housing choice. A mumber of comments in this section ame consisten? with
findings supported by the data gathered for this study.

fzgie #4: Information was prepared on this issue for the Al sludy and omitted in the final

editing. Wa would be happy to include our analysis of this issue in the siudy.
Adtrenren (MR ST - Broncrss. Despiopres (5631 T30 1 Housay Servicas (963 SP3ERdE
Hooareg Gotborily (HSD SPEEIET « Maghitorhact Samicee [BES ¥7T-2008 » Mropurty Sprywniny (SEI] AFEREDN
Eisgnwsloper® M7} STOS41E - FAY (3533 ETOETTE « TOD [847) 57723811
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issue #5: The Al study does identify the use classification of *Soclal Service Office” as an
impediment starting on page 83, We did not have information on the specific issue cited in the
comments al the time that we were developing this study.

Issue #6: We acknowledge that the ssue of Lead Paint in housing as a fair housing issue. The
City of Long Beach has specific Health and Community Development Depariments programs
designed to reduce and eliminate Lead Paint in the homes of Long Beach. The City of Long
Beach also has free lesting avallable to children to identify if they have been exposed o lead
paint. The City will continue lo aggressively pursue Federal funding to expand this effort.

lzsue #7: We have added a sectlon in the Introduction and Executive Summary seclion of the
Al study on Public Consultation and Community Inpat.

Issue #8: The HUD Fair Housing Planning Guide, Volume |, includes a vast amay of information
“suggested™ for inclusion in an Analysis of Impedimenis study. HUD officials acknowledge that
this |s meant as a “guida” and that all of the “suggested” items may not be incleded in a single
anatysis study.

We are confident that we have prepared a thorough and comprahensive analysis of some of the
barriers io fair housing choice in the City of Long Beach, We regret that we areé unable to include
an examinafion of every possible issue and concem related to fair housing cholce in this study.
However, we encourage all those concerned to engage in an on-going process to analyze
possible bamiers to fair housing cholce and develop actions to address fair housing lssues and
CEMNEIME in our commuenity.

Issue #9: There is an ongoing detate as to whether the refusal to accept Secton 8 wouchers In
and of ltself constitutes a violation of fair housing kws. We encourage on-going dialogue on this
iBELE,

The City of Long Beach appreciates and commends your effort to improve the kves of the
cltizens of Long Beach. We hope lo have your continued participation and contributions.

| hope that this provides you with a clear resolution o vour concerns. We appreciale you
comments and will considar your concams.

Sincerely,

i

opment Project Managers
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Diear s, Falloe:
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a child e & canary in 2 coal mine, act 48 impediments themselves and further bmit the number of unizs
affordable to low-incame tenants and cantmue to put at risk the health of the tenants.

While the City of Long Beach provides free lead scresning, it is sate law that all children, with or witheut
insurance gre eligible and should be tested, As mentioned ahove, axrent policy af the City of Long Beach Health
and Comemunity Development departments docs not require acsion to ahate lead hazards anti! a cheld has tested
at 2 lead beve! of 20 ug /dL (micrograms per decilter of blood), Recent studies have shown that & child suffers a
bots of cogritive developmern skills at a level of 5 ug/dL, While education of lead hazards is the city's perception
of prevention, education as a means of prevention has not proves effectve for children with low lead levels, as it
has for children with levels of 15 ug/dL or higher. True prevention ooours when we make owr housing lead.mafe
and Long Beach has made great strides wowards that poal. However, lead-based paint hazards are bousing isres
with severe health comsequences, yet we ssill use children e lead detectars when we should be putiing ew
efforts tovards preserving our bousing stock and making all housing Jead-sadt.

The Al very clearly lays out the law as iz relates to bead-based paint, bat it does not lay sut s plan af action 1o
prevent the potential for barassment ar eviction and how it will sddress sham properties.
*  How will the City of Long Beach work o educate property awners of their responsibilities af desclosure of
lesed hiszards and the tenants right to know?
What &5 the City"s plan to address the harsssnent of tenants and as it relates to the dsclosare rule?
Herwe il the City of Long Beach enforce habitshility violations and secure tenants rights to request repairs?
®  What plan does the City of Long Beach have for increasing the numbers of units made lead-safe?

| apprecate the oppariumity o submst these comments,
Sincerely,

%—*%_@Jw

Kathleen Cheesr

Legal Ald Foundation of Los Angeles

oo Barbara Schull, Fair Housing Foundation

B] Wills, Development J"rqa:r.i.'l.-lmgu
City of Long Beach

Drept, of Communsty Developement
333 W Chocan Bhvd., 37 Floar

Long Beach, A 90802
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Exqremm Coaria
s Moovember 15, 2007
o
ioms mmpa o M- B Wills, Development Project Manager Via Facsimile pnd Firs: Class Mail
I — Mz, Melanie Fallon, Drirector
e e Community Development Department
et City of Long Beach
I — 333 West Ocean Blvd , 3 Floor
e Long Beach, Califiornia 90802
:u:ﬁ-:l-l F
S Re: Comments On Revised [aft Anpalvsiz of Impediments 1o Fair Howsing
s Bl Dhear k. Wills and Me. Fallag:
S ey
Pk e B
UCAESHA M4 COBLSD Mental Health Advocacy Services Inc. (MHAS) has reviewed both the City's
S revised drafl Anabysis of Impediments to Fair Housing (AT and your October 16, 2001
Giall drmmary hﬂﬂrﬁpﬂnimngmﬁanmﬁmmqﬂh:dnﬂmnﬁnm@
R AT bmnsmﬂudnﬂnpmmmﬂnmhbﬂuyufhmmmu for individuals with
o disabilities in the City of Long Beach. We ane pleased that the City considered our
o B comments in revising the Al and note thar the current drsfi comrects those explanations af
[r—— fair housing Lras that MHAS poanted oul as inaccurate or incomplste,
Frar Ui
st v However, after reviewing the revised draft Al and considering the City’s process
for developing the AL MHAS continues o have concerns in thres critical areas: (1) the
-SRI Al does not consider the role of the Long Beach Housing Authority in affirmatively
pazperem) furthering fair housing for individuals with dsabilities: (2} the revised draft fzils o
i provide any further detail as to how the City will address identifisd impadiments to fair
Ly By housing for people with dizabilities and; {3) despdre additronal written infoomation on
it public consultation and community inpul, it i our position that the public process for
o reviewing and commenting on the Cin's Al i3 insdeguate,
B bl
- R
STl Pl
s [ Pl
i g
e
s it The Long Beach Housing Autharity adminigters & vanery of cntically needed

subsidized and assisted housing proprases that ase intendsd to provide affordable and
pcossgible housing for individuals with disabelities. Mot only mues the Agency comply
with federal and =sinie fair housing laws, but as a recipient of federal funds, the Housing
Authority has 2 statutory mandate to affimmative further fair bousing.

The City in identifying impediments io fair howsing should consider the Housing
Authority’s policies, practices and procedures in sdmindsterme its bousmg prosgrams io
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determine whether or not the Agency’s operations in any way adversely impact fair
housing opportunities. While the City of Long Beach may .:mnmd that “the Long Beach
Housing Authority iz not a barmer . . and [HUD) strictly snforces that the Housing
Authonty provide them with practices and procedures 1o address housang
discrimnination,” ther 15 no informaton 1o the draft AL to suggest that the City even
comsidered whether any of the Housing Awthority's policies, practices and procedures
might ke a potential impedimment 1o fair housing,

Adsditionally, reliance on HUD as the overseer of local housing authormty
complisnce with anti-discrimination practices and procedures 15 misplaced. Soveral years
ago, HUD essentially “de-regulated” local housing suthorities, transferming o them the
authority to develop in many areas their own policies and procedures, including for
example, applicant preferences and waiting list management. bany of these areas of
local decision-making potentially impact the furthering of fair housing for individasls
with digabilities. As the Long Beach Housing Authority is now required to prepare an
agency plan, review of this document should be & starting point for considering fair
housing impediments.

The Department of Housing and Urban Development (HULY has indicated that
fair howeing planning is the “cormeratone™ of an effective Fair Housing Plan. To be
effective, fair housing planning, which starts with an Analvas of Impediments, requirss &
clear set of realistic goals with measurable results directly related to the identified
impediments to fair housing choice. Accordmg to HUD, a jurisdiction should establich
“milestones, tmetables and measurable results™ that it will undertake 1o address
identified impediments. More specifically, HUD has directed that m their fair housing
actions, junsdictions should:

Li=t fair housing actions o ke completed for each objective;
Dretermine tirme periods for completion;
Tdentify public and private resounces that will finance or otherwise support fair
housing actions;

= ldentify groups and organizations that will be involved in =ach action and obtain
comtilrnents foe their involvernent and;

®  Set priorities and schedule actions for a time period that i consistent with the
jurisdiction’s Consolideted Plan cycle.

(Fair Housing Planning Guide, § 2.100)
Although HUD has clearly indicated that jurisdictions must detall their fair

housing objectives and set forth their inten<ded actions with timelines for accomplishing
their goeals, the City of Long Beach has not provided this essential information in its drafi
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AL For example, afthpugh the City correctly identifies restrictive land use and woning
regulations &% an impediment to the development of housing for individuals wit
disabilities, the only actions proposed 1o avercame this impediment ars b present the Al
findings to City Zoning officials and work with officials 1o amend the cods for
cempliance with fair housing laws, (Revised Draft Al a1 98.) These plans lack the
necesaury detat] for measuring progress ar successful results in eliminating the ideniified
impediment. Addstionally, the plan lacks a imeframe for accomplishment of the goal so
there s no accountability for completing the tasks 1o be undertaken. The requisile
specificity oullined by HUD in its Fair Housing Planning Gudde is also lacking in the
City"s plans 1o address accessible housing for people with dissbilities (Revised Desfi Al
ot 98.)

We wge the City of Leng Beach 1o firther develop its fair housing action plan
by: {1)adding the specific steps necessary for effectively climinating each idensified
impediment; (1) establishing timetables for completing identified tasks; (3) developing
eriterin for determining its effectivensss in overcoming identified impediments snd; (4]
identsfying City staff and dopartments responsible for oversesing the tasks and thase
agencies and organizations in the community which will assist in this process.

From the instial development of the Al there has been & concem a5 1o whether the
City of Long Beach has adequately mvolved the comemumity in the public process, fram
information gathering to document review and public comment.  Mow that o draft AT has
besn isswed, MHAS and others reviewing the draft Al have their first opportunity to
evaluate how the City has imvolved interested community orpanizations, sgencies and
individaals in the impediments anabysis

HUD has indicated that becsuse the Al is 2 component of the Consolidated Plan,
the citizen participation requirements apply. However, ** [slince FHP and the
Consolidated Plar are on a different tre schedule for the first cyvele, HUD doss not
expact the Jursdictson to follow the sthct duzen paricipation requisesents far their first
++o AL" (Fair Housing Planning Guide at 4-3) The City of Long Beach, apparently
relying an this later statement. contends that with & relaxed citizen participation
requirement, it has done afl that is neceszary to involve the public in the development and
revaew of the Al MHAS dissgrees with this copclusion for several reasons.

First, the City has not developed an Al through a “clear, and continuous exchange
of comcerns, ideas, analysis and evaluation of resulis” process. (Fevised Draft Alar 9
While the Cify entifics numerous “sinkeholders™ with whom it conducied intersiews,
the level of discussion that actunlly took place is unclear. For example. this office has
been iemtified a2 & stakeholder an disability issues yet no interview was conducted with
MHAS ahowt the Gity's development of its Al MHAS was asked by another law office
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o review the Citv's deafl Al after it was prepared and 10 provide comments in our areas
of expertize.

Second, it appears that ance the City conducted its interviews with those it
identified 2< interested stakeholders, the citizen participarion process stopped. There is
n record that the City circulated its draft Al to anvone other than City officials and the
Community Development Advisary Commizssion (CDAC). A common sense approach to
public participation is to provide those interviewed with a copy of the draft Al for their
review, comment and further input.

Third, there iz no record of the City bolding amy public hearings 1o discuss the
draft AT and obtain comerent and additional inpuz from the community, nor has the City
indicated that it intends to do 5o now that a draft has been prepased. Public hearings are
an esgential element of even a relaxed citizen participation process yet intreducing the Al
t the CDAC and requesting that this appeinted body approve the five-year fair housing
planning document does ot meet this mandate,

Furthermore, at the September 197 CDAC meeting, advocates who requested
time to address the Commission and provide public comment in this limited forum were
told by the City that they could not speak. Although this marter was subsequently
discussed with the City, the initial antermpt by the City to stifle public comment indicates
that the City may not be truly mierested in having a “clear, and continuous exchange of
concemns, ideas, analysiz and evaluation of results” process,

To remedy the foregoing, the City should circalate for review s draft Al to
previcusly interviewed stakeholders and (o community organizations and agencies and
also hold pablic hearings 1 obtain comments and additional input from the public.
Without these additional steps, the City”s citizen participation process remains
inadequate

MHAS urges the City 10 consider the foregoing comments with the goal of
strengthening the City’s fair housing planning oblipstions and satisfving its stanstory
mandate 1o affirmatively furthering fair housing for individisals with disabilities, all of
which must be documented in its Analysis of Impediments.

Sincerely,
Kim Savage .
Semor Atlorney

K&
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RE: COMMENTS ON THE CITY OF LONG BEACH'S REVISED
ANALYSIS OF IMPEDIMENTS T FAIR HOUSIMNG

Diear Mr. Wills

Legal Aid bas reviewed the City of Long Beach™s revised Analysas of
Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (“revised AT™). We are disappointed to find that the
City haa rejected our recommended changes, We offer the following comments
regarding the revised AL

1. The City 1= mistaken in its allegation that the Fair Housing Planning Guide
(“FHPG™) merely provides jurisdictions with suggested information for inchusion
in the AL Although some parts of the FGPG may be suggested, the Guide is
extremely clear in stating that the Al must “define a clear st of objectivas with
measurable resuls that it intends to achieve ™ (FHPG, p. 2-22). For each
abjective, the FHPG provides that the Al shouwld “determine the fime period for
completion™ and a "process for monitoring the progress in carmying out each
action and evaluating its effiectiveness.” {See FHPG, p.2-22 — 2-23, attachsd
hereto &z Exhibit A). While the City of Long Beach's 2001 AT discusses many
positive objectives, it fzlls shot in developing 2 time period for completion and a
process for momitonng the progress of those objechves. The Al in many places,
therefore, lacks the specificity of desadl required by HUD, This specaficity of
detail is not “sugpested.” I 15 required

O February 14, 2000, HUD issusd 8 Memorandum 1o its Field Offices regarding
Als. In this Memerandum, HUT discussed the purposs of the FHPG. HUD
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explamed that: “In response 1o reguests from state and local governments, the
Department developed a Fair Housing Planning Guide and raining program to
assist in fair housing planmmg and m fulfillmg the fair hoosing requirements of
the Comsolidated Plan and Community Development Block Grant Regulations,
The Guide provides information on how to condact a an AT undertake activites
o overcome identified impediments, and mantain documentary records, The
Guide should be used by state and local povernnents to condwct or update their
Als" (See Memorandum from HUD, dated February 14, 2000, attached hersto as
Exhibit B).

The City has failed to follow the FHPG's instruction that the Al provide a lear
st of abjectives, with measurahle results that it intends to achieve and 8 process

In our comments on the draft Al we set forth the areas in wiich the Al lacks the
specificity of detail required by the FHPG. The City has not adopted any of oar
recomumended changes regardmg this matter, therefore they are restated below:

a Cmn page 37, the revised Al provides that there are segrogation patberns

within the City of Long Beach. The eastern part of the City, for example,
is populaied primarily by Whites. The AT recomnmenids that the City take a
close Inok at this issue 1o ensure that equal housing opportunities are
available in the eastern part of the City, The Al fails, however, 1o suggest
hiorer this problem should studied, when it should be studied or what should
be dane with the resulis of the smdy. Although the Al discusses this issue
further on page 96, it stll fails to provide a sufficient level of detail.

b. Onpage 72, the revised Al provides that the City shoobd establish a *“Mo
Tolerance of Predatory Lending” educational campaign. The Al fils,
however, to provide a timetable for the campaign. It 2lso fails to explain
who will develop the educational materials for the campaign, whe will be
targeted by the campaign, how many people the campaign hopes to reach
and how the effectiveness of the campaign will be measured.

C. On page 78, the revised Al provides that evidence suggests there may bz a
svslematic practice of discriminatory lending in the City, The Al states
thet 8 more detailed study and analysis is necessary to determine if this 15
true, The Al fails, however, to provide how this study should be
conducted, when it should be conducted and what should be done 1f the
resulis of the sudy confirm the existence of discriminatory lending
prectices. The Al further discusses discriminatory lending practices on
page 97, vet this discussion also lacks the specificity of detn)] reguired by
the FHPG.

d. On page 78, the revised Al states that at the very least “data sugpests that
a stromger effort shoold be made 1o promate homeswmership opportunities

180



and encourage improved lender performance in awarding credit 1o African
American and HispanicLatino housshalds™ The Al does not suggest who
should promote these opporinities or how these opportunitiss should be
promoted, The Al also fals to provide a imetable for promoting these
opportunities and a means by which the seecess of promoting these
opportumities can be measured.

On page 95, the revised Al lists the services provided by the Fair Housing
Foundation to the City of Long Beach. While this list encompasses many
worthy objectives, there 15 no level of detail provided as o how these
objectives will be carried out, when they will be carried out or how therr
success will be measured. Morse detail is needed. The Al stafes, for
exarmple, that the Fair Housing Foundation will: “Provide education,
training and cutreach regarding Fair Housing laws and issues of cultural
sensitivity for local realtors, renfal property owners, managers, and
agents,” This ohjective is too vague, The Al should explain how many
realtors, landiords, etc. will be targeted; it should explain how these
realtors, landiords, etc. will be targeted; and it should state how the
success of the educalion, raining sl outreach will be measured.

On page %6, the revised Al provides that the Cify should investigate and

address evidence of differential treatment faced by African Americans in
the rental housing market. The Al fals, however, 1o provide any level of
detidl regarding bow this investigation should be conducted and how the
problem of differential treatment, if confirmed, will be addressed.

Om pages 13-14 and 96, the revised Al explains that female headed
households face a disproportionate mumber of bousmg issues m the City,
The Al states thal this trend is alarming and that it requires an in depth
gtdy by the City, yet the Al fails to describe the type of study necessary,
It also fails to 5ot a timehines for conducting such  study.

O page 97, the revised Al states that the Crty should expand its
promotion of fair housing choice in the Long Beach housing market. This
recommendation is made, in par, &s a result of the fact that Asian and
Hispanic/Latino houscholds are underrepresented amongst thoss reporting
housing concems or complaints, (See revised Al p. 14). The Al
recommends, amongst other things, PSA s and expanded outreach to
attain fair housing choice for all. Moere specificity is pecessary, however.
The Al should discuss the subject of the PSA™s, bow many PSA’s will be
developed over the next vear, the target audience of the PSA 'z and how
success af the PSA"s will be measured. The Al should similarly explain
how the targeted outreach will be conducted to Asian and Hispanie/Latino
households, with a imefreme for when the cutreach will be conducted and
a means for measuring the success of the cutreach.
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2 On pages 53-56 of the revised Al the City relies upon the Housing
Discrimination Study of 1989, As we stated in our comments on the dragi Al this
study iz twelve yvears old and is therefore ouldated, The Al should rely on mors

recent studies. The City claims there are not any more recent studies available, I

Hﬁsistme,ﬂimﬂnﬁtymmﬂdmndmlsuchamﬂy.

3 On pages 63-68, the revised Al discusses information obtzined a1 a focus group of
housing professionals. As we stated in our comments on the drast Al the
purpose of this section of the Al is unclear, a5 it does not address impediments o
fair hovsing in the City, Although the city added one sentence on pige 63 of the
revised AT, which provides the profiessional capacity of the individuals who
participated in the focus group, the information in this section is still of lmited
use, Information should have been provided regarding the methodology used o
record the statements of the attendees,

4. Enmrmmmmum:h:dmﬂﬁ.l,w:atﬂnd:hanh:ﬁlwud:ﬂ:imthmi:
failed 1o discuss the impact of the City's zoning on homeless sheliers, The City’s
zoming code, for example, requires homeless shelters 1o obtain & comditional nuse
permil, whereas hotels are not required to do so for the same land use (ie.,
temporary housing). Although the City added a section to the revisad Al
regarding emergency shelter and transitional housing, the Al still falls short on
this topic because it does not address the fact that homeless shelters are required
o obtain conditional use permits, whereas hotels are not required 1o do so. This is
an impediment to fair housing that should be addressed in the AL

5, OnpngﬁES-E?,ﬂumdsndAidis:ussmlhsim]umnflnm!ludmcandmnjng
practices, vet fails to address the fair housing implications of the recently passed
Anaheim Street Moratorium (Crdinance No. C-7751). This Moratorium prohibits
social services, along with gun and aleoho] sales, on a significant portion of
Anabeim Street in the City of Long Beach. The Moratorium js problematic for
two ressons. First, the moratorium fails to provide a definition of what constitutes
a “social service.” The moratorium is thesefore loo broad, a5 if impedes effarts to
provide even the least disruptive and critically needed social services to low-
meome individuals. Second, the moratorium’s prohibition against sociil services
is an impediment to fair housing because the moratorinm makes social SEFVICSS
inaccessible to low-income residents living in the area, which disproportionately
Impacts women and minorities.

Although we pointed out this deficiency in our comments on the draft Al the City
tailed te address the impact of the Moratoriom in the revised AL In its reply to
OUT COMmEents on this isswe, the City stated that it did not include an analysis of
the Moratorium because it did not have information about it at the time the Al
was developed. The City's reply is inadequate, Information was availzhls

" At the time T recedved the Final AL this new tection regarding Emetgency Shelter and Tramsitiooal
Housing was nos i the AL Tt wus 528 1o mo under seasrans cover, The City informed me thas i mtendad
w inglude this sactan i the feal AT
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reganding the Morstorium at the time the Alwas being developed, and it is
currently available. The Moratorium is a sesious impediment o fur bousing
choice that should be addressed in the Al

In our comments on the draft Al we stated that although the Al briefly discussed
the issue of lead-based paint, the discussion was msufficient because it did not
discuss the digparate impact that lead-based paint has on minorities, nor did it
suggest ways to combat lead as an mpediment o fair bousing. The City made
minor fevisions to the Al regarding this issue, vet the revisions are insdequate,
The Al s still defictent on this topic, 22 it does pot set concrete objectives to
batle the City’s lead problem, develop a timetable for meeting those objectves
and describe a way in which the success of those objectives can be measured.
Long Beach has the third highest rate of lead poisoning among children m the
State of California. Lead is an impediment to fair hoosimg that should be
thoroughly addressed in the Ciry’s AL

In our comments on the draft AT, we noted that the FHPG, on page 2-21 (attached
hereto as Exhibit C), provides that once the Al is complete, cities should
commumicate the results of the Al to policy makers, key government staff,
commumity organizations and the general public. The FHPG further provides that
cities should provide copies of the Al 1o all organizations and mdividuals who
contributed to it, that cities should advise the general public sbout the AT by
holding public forams in accessible meeting facilities with inferpreters, smd that
key aspects of the Al should be publicized. We notad in our comments that the
draft AT did not mention whether the City had complisd with these duties. We
recommended that a section be added 1o the Al to address what the City has done,
or will do, to satisfy these duties. The City responded to our recommendation by
adding a pew section to the Al entitled Public Consultation and Community Input,
which is located at pages %11 of the revised AL

The Ciry's discussion regarding Public Consultation and Community Inpas is both
insufficient and imaccurate. First, the drafi AT, which should have been
distributed throughout the City, was sznt only to myself. Second, there are i
ANy community organizations listed on the City's distribution st for distribution
of the final AT (see p. 11 of the revised Al), Third, there is no plan to distnbute
the resulis of the final Al to the gencral public. Fourth, on page 11 of the revised
Al it states that all written comments sre anached to the Al as Appendix B,
Appendix B, however, does not conlain wrilten comments submitied by Kathleen
Owerr and myself from the Legal Aid Foundation of Los Angeles, nor does it
inchide comments submitied by Kim Savage of Mental Health Advocacy
Services. All three of us submitied comments on both the draft AT and the final
AT and our comments should be included m Appendix B.

Fifih, the information in the section regarding Public Consultation and

Comrmtnity Input is inaccurate, as it provides false mformation regarding the
citizén participation process for the AL Onpage 5 of the revised AL the City
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_gtates that HUD does not expect jurisdictions to follow the same strict citizen
participation requirements of the Consolidated Plan with the AT This stalement is
simply not true. The FHPG, on page 4-3, provides that “[t]he Consolidated
Plan’s certification to afirmatively further far bousmg (AFFH) requires
Entitlement jurisdictions to undertake Fair Housing Planning (FHP). Sirce FHP
is a component of the Consolidated Plan, the citizen parficipation requiremend for
the Con Plan applies (24 CFR 91)." The City's statement that the citizen
participation requirements of the Consolidated Plan do not apply is therefore
false. (Page 4-3 of the FHPG is attached hersto as Exhibit D).

In our comments on the draft AL we noted that On February 24, 1997, the
Directer of HUD's Civil Rights Division sent a letter to Mr. James Hankla, City
Manager of the City of Long Beach at that time. In this lefter, HUD commented
on the City's 1996 AL HUD stated that the City's 1996 Al "does not include
many of the areas that ought to be analyzed” and that it “was not conducted In a
manmer called for in the Fair Housmg Planmmg Gurde.” (A copy of this letles
from HUD is attached hereto as Exhibit E. Sec pages 2-4 of the lefter for HUD =
discussion of the City's Al). Althongh some of the deficiencies listed m HUD's
letter were remedied in the 2001 draft AT we pointed out in our comments that
the following deficiencies remained:

a The Al does nod discuss policies and practices that connect
transportation and social services with housing opportunities.

h. The Al does not discuss whether government services are provided
equally throughout all neighborboods.

c. The Al does not discuss the policies and practices of local public
housing agencies. The Al should discuss the policies and practices
of the Long Beach Housing Authority and the Housing Aathority
of the County of L.A. ("HACOLA™).

The City did not include an analysis of these impediments to fair housing i its
2001 Al as requested by HUD. In its reply o our comments on this matter, the
Ciry stated that it is “unable 1o melude an examination of every pessible issue and
concern related to fair housing choice.” The City's reply is extremely
troublesome in light of the fact thar HUD has asked the City, In writing, to
provide an analysis of these impediments to fair housing in its Al. The City
shiould have included such an analysis in its 2000 AL

In our comments on the draft AL we noted that the AT failed to discuss Califorma
Civil Code Section 1954535, which makes i1 thlegal 1o discriminate based on
source of income. Section § Viouchers have been interpreted to constitule source
of income. Many argue, accordingly, that it is illegal for landlords to refuss to
rent to Section & voucher holders. We noted in our comments on the drafi Al that
the City failed to address this issue. In its reply to our comments, the City stated
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that i1 did not include a discussion regarding this topic because thers is an ongoing
debate 2% to whether refusal to accept Section & constitutes a violation of fair
housing laws. The City's reply is madequate. Even if there iz an ongoing debare
on this topic, 8 discussion of this impediment to fair housing, along with a
dizsusgion of amy surrounding debate, should have been incheded in the AL

10.  The City’s failure to make any of our recommended changes to the Al constitutes
a failure on the part of the City to have a “clear and continoous exchangs of
concems, ideas, snalveis, and evaluation of results™ as 15 required by the FHPG
(p.2-12, attached hereto a= Exhibat F), The FHPG specifically states that
jurisdictions should obtain input from advocacy groups such as Legal Aad {FHGP,
p. 2-13, artached hereto as Exhibit G). The City"s failure (o adopt our
recommended changes not only viokates the requirements of the Al as set forih in
the FHPG, but also the citizen participation requirements set forth at 24 CFR
91.100{2)(1) and 91.105. These Code of Federal Regulations sections provide, in
short, that in drafn.ngﬂ.ls cities should consult with public and private agencies
that provide social services. Cities are required, moreover, to encourage citizen
participation in developing the Al Accarding to 24 CFR 91.500, HUD may
disapprove of an AT if it was developed without the required citizen participation
and consultation.

Thark you for vour consideration of our comments,

j*‘b— £ %
Denmis Rockway

Diirectar of Advoracy and Training

CC: Melanie Fallon
Barbara Shull
Trom Smith
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u Creaie ibes siruciure for the design and mmplamentation of ibe actions

Seae and Entitlement purisdictions gheald determuane whethe (ke sirusture will be the sme as far
the Al part of FHP. If pot, it should decide which mndividuals or crganimation]s) will have primary
respanshbelicy.

The jurisdiction should provids guidsece & ensure (hat thoss respansible have desgpned actions thal
ncluds tnpul from all the orgaitealions and mdividuals @ believes should be pant of desipaiog the
peticme,

Thess si=ps can oecur befooe the AL is fully compleged (o expedits development of the Lo hewosing
mcfieme.

2.10 STEPS TO TAKE BEFORE DEVELOPING ACTIONS
Dbjectives

The jurisdicison should defime a clear st of ohjectives with mezsurable resules thal it absnds ba
achieve. The soke measare of suecess for FHP @ the achievemei of results These objeclaves should
be direcily relaled 1o the conclusions and recommendations contemed n the Al

For each abjective, the jursdiction should have 2 sei of poals Thess mught be the completion of ane
or mare diserete actiong, of et ol actans, whech serve as smlestoocs towasd schieving each

objective
Fair Housing Actions
L Lasa famr bowsimg actionis | to be compleisd {or sach obgective.

L Deternune the time penind {or completion

u Identify resources from local, Sate, and Federal agencies or programs as well 2«
{rom fimancsal, noaprofi, and alber orpanceations that have agiesd 1o Grates o
otherwise guppon fair housing actices

L Identify mdividoals, groups, and orpanizaisons io be myolved i sach activs and

define thear respomnsibilities. Chigin writan commitments from all imvolved, &5 2
formal recognitian of ther agecment (o palicipale in b effort moibc Saniss
stilicsted. HLTY reeominends that urisdictioas specafy these commitments im ks
approprizte contracts thel may arise m cotecciion with the fal hoasinp actions

L Set priorities. Schedule actions for 8 tice peried wioch 15 consistiml widk ke
Coasaladabed Plan svele.

PG ' . ' Ear Housng Planarg Gode

tad 1 s
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211 IMPLEMENTATION OF FAIR HOUSING ACTIONS

In peder 4o bring: the hard wwordk of plaming and analysis o froitien,, it is essential that the jurisdiction
tmiplement (s [ao housiog sctions. The junsdichion can mome meadily achieve elfective
implemesiation of the actions, if it has

L Delinsd abjsciives wilh meanmahle resulis

n Designed achuevable ections, supposted by all key elements in the commmumity and
desipned (o sddwess real fazr howsing problems

L] Asgmeseed pis FHP scinvalies on a regular bass o assure consistent oversight of, and
ineresst in, the effierts of all individuals and orpanizatioss engaged in fair bausing
actions.

Government afficels shoold exercizs an :.pq:lmpnm leved of leadership, a5 may be requirsd, o
resalve conlbets and overses the mmplomendaison of cormective acivans, chenges, or additions in fair
homsing actions

Saelf-Assessment

FHP sheald mebods a process foe manilonng the progress m casryng ool each achon and evaluaimg
its effectivensss, The proesss showld sdentify;

u Thee entity eonductEng the assesament (jurisdietion or therd-party eontracior)

L The specilec assemment sctnalies (6g, sovey, amsie mview,
u The standards or cribemia to be ussd o datemming the effectivenss/mellia:tivensis
of an actica

u Any addithonal areas that require stedy and analvsis o surfecs as a resall of
impl=menting the action

= Any recommendations for addressing addstianal arsas,

Changes

FHP should include & process for making “med-course” comreetions, chenges, ar additions 25 the
planmed actions are undersay

The impartance of condineing cversight by dop prantes officials caneat be everemphasized

Finr Howsing Plamming Guids =i - 223
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FEE 14 200

MEHDMH FOR: Al CPD Fiald Office Direetors
All FHED Fisld Office Directors

FROM: ' .g%‘licmmmw
Zmﬂ.
Cwea M. Plaza, Aunf@ﬁ:'ﬂmf fior Feir Housing and Equal
Dpportunity, E

SUBJECT: Analysls of Impedimams To Fair Houting Choice

This memorandum provides guidance to field offices regarding tha
requirement thet state and locel entitismant jurisdiclions receiving funding through
tha Consolidated Plan prepare an Am1wiamfl_:rarﬂmnnu. {Al] to Fair Housing
Choiga, Thiz guidance should bs commis 1¢ all program participonts.

The Consclideted Flen roguletion (24 CFR 91) requires sach state and local
govemnment to submit a cortification that it iz affirmatively furthering fair housing,
This means that it will conduct (1) on analysis of impediments to foir housing
choico, () 1ake sppropriste actiont to overcome the offects of impedimenta
idermifisd through that enalysts, end (3) maintain records reflocting the analysis and
actions.

In response 1o requeste from steta and local governments, the
Duparimant developed & Feir Housing Planming Guide and Treiming program 1o
aszist in fair housing planning and in fulfilfing the fair housing requirements of
the Consolideted Plan end Community Development Block Grant regulstions.
The Guide provides information on how to conduct en Al undertake activitics
10 overcoms identified impediments, and maintain documentery records. The
Guide should be used by siate and locel governments to conduct ar update
thalr Als.

The Guide dolines the Al ae 6 comprohantive raview of & atate’s or
entitlement jurisdiction’s lawe, regulations, and administrative palicles, procoedures,
end pracrices, Tho A involves an assessment of how these s, regidationg,
policies, snd precedures effect the location, eveilability, end scoessibility of housing
and how conditians, both private snd public, affect fair housing choice,
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A jurizdiction must include 8 summary of the impedimants identified in
the Al pius » description of ections token to overcome the effects of
impediments identified through the analysis in their Consolidated Annual
Performance ond Evalustion Report. Although Als ere not submitted or
approved by HUD, each jurisdiction should maintein its Al and update the Al
mmﬂfwhﬂenaunn? and include actions the jurisdiction plans to take to
overcome the effects of mmpediments 1o fair housing chelec during the coming
year in the Annusl Plens that sre eubmitied ez part of the Consolidated Plan
Submission.

HUD esn requine the submission of en Al in the ovent of @ complast-or
a5 pan of routine monitoring. I afer reviewlng sl documants and deta, HUD
nﬂntﬁldhtl‘lttli}ﬂl:jmﬁmm“dm mm“mﬂqﬁlm”w“m
m'l:antmlfh-u:mm!te, ﬂﬁiﬂﬂﬂni“lli'ﬂlliﬂh B actions e W B
ﬁhﬂvhﬁ-pmmuw:ddmﬂmﬂﬁud impedments, or |5} the jurisdicton
25 NO reconds Depmnmtumﬂdwﬂumﬂ:ﬂmmlpnﬂ'mmn
balieves the cenification to ba inesccurate or, in the case of cenifications
mﬁuﬂammmﬂﬁm that the cenifiestion is not eatiefectery to

the Secrotary. In connection with this revievr, HUD will consider whather g

program participant has made sppropriste revisions to updats the Al

HUD will wmkhrﬂaﬂmj.rmﬂmﬁun tndmnﬂmsﬂmmmm
addross euss reised conceming complance with tho cortiflcation, %
eotinns may ke the form of a ;p-dilumrm.niﬂm:lemrlrﬁn:ﬂmm
overcoms the affects of identified impoadiments and which Includes o timetable

for accomplehing thess actions.

¥ you heve any ns regarding this guidence, plesse contact Modab
N7 #ﬂiﬂlﬁgn&-& wd G20 {far EFD! or Pam Walsh st [202] 708-2288
r .
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Chapler 2 Preperiog for Fair Howsing Plenaieg

ghat mey heve a discrmmatery elfect play & rods in producing the marne severe condstions for cemain
Eroupd

2.8 COMMUNICATE Al RESULTS

Ooee the Al i completsd, HUD encourages jurisdictions fo omimmd e dts mn:_l-u.mus and
recommendations o lop poliey mekers, key Ciavemmiel staff, commemity arpanizaticss, and the
peneral public. Forisdicticas should:
L] Provide n copy in organizatives sod mdividuals participating in the Al process and
olber prpanizaticns focusing om honsmys Huscs
= Advise the peneral public by hobdsg meetings or ather public forums in secessible

muetimg Eieilitiss with sign language interpreters and other aocommodations mede
pvmilablz i

= Provide & means other than poblic farumy for other ciizen panticipation {c.g
written commeats, commesd via the electronic media) regarding the conclasans
and recommended actiors resulting from the Al

®  Publicize key sspects of the Al

L Uhilize aliemative formats (e.p. beaille, large type, tapes ar resders) for persons
wilh vigusl impairments

n Have sufficisnt copsts on hand 1o distribute to the: public, upos request

L] Birief key offcials sod stafl in the Government 25 well a3 community organizations
thil eXpeess an imterest.

Ot gining strong and broad-based support for the ensuing fair bomsing actions is eritical fo the kmng-
term success of the prantes's effocts bo affirmsstively further fair housing.
COMPONENT 2: TAKING ACTIONS TO ELIMINATE
IDENTIFED IMPEDIMENTS
2.9 INTRODUCTION

Biefzne developing nctioms 10 eliminste the effects of any impediments identified through the Al {fax
hersing actsama), the jurisdiction shoald:

L] Ensure tsat diverse groups in the commemity are provided & real oppoertunity to
fake part in the developmental process

Cav Mg Planang Gudd y PR
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Chander d; Hegodrements amd Suidabmes o Entemant furksaicfiona

Chapter 4:

Fair Housing Planning Requirements and Guidelines
for Entitlement Jurisdictions

4.1 ENTITLEMENT REQUIREMENTS

The Consclidarsd Plen's cenification 1o afirmatively fimther faic housing (AFFH) requizes
Entlement jurisdictions o undzrake Falr Housing Planning (FHF), Since FHP is % component
of the Consolkdazed Plan, the citizen panicipalion requirement far the Consolidsted Flan appli=s
(24 CFR 91} FHP comsists of the following:

MOTE: Since FHP and the Consalideied Plan are on o differear sime schedule for thi
Sirsr cyole, HUD dovs ned expect the furisdichion to foltow the strict citizen
prrticipotion reguirements far thelr firer Anglveis of fmpedimeress ro Failr Houring
Chalee (AF), However, HUD does expect the juritdicion i develop an Al tear
imvalver and addresses concarns af fhe entiee comemiaiy,

| Coaducting an Al

Suggests that Emitlement jarisdictions conduct their Al atthe beginning of each
Comsslidared Plan excle.

Taking appropriale actions to gvercome the
effecs of ary impediments ldentified theough
the Al

rd

HUD soggests then acthons wo address any
wlentified impedime=nis should have measurable
resulns, Addinanally, belore 12Eing soch actions,
HUD suggesis that jurisdictions establish a
priorinzed her of impediments 1o sddress. The
[ist sbould contain specific milestones and
rirnerahlies

3 Maintaining the folkowing recards

- Lapcumeniaines of the Al

- AcTlons @ien in this regarg

Eair Mousing Flanning Gukde 43
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HO.B2E P2
AT .
s i L5, Department of Hoosing and Liran Deseprornt
& @‘ﬁ Las Angsiss ATen Cfics, Pactic/Hmwall Arsa
Fw * 617 Wesd Stah Seem v

Hy Lo Anpeis, Cellfornta scof?

.\ Tebruary 24,1997 - @‘I‘ if o

Mr. Jamas C. Hankla

City Manager

BTTEMTION: HMr. Cralg Beak
_ ity of Long Beach

333 West Oceapn Bled.
i Long Beach, Ch S0BD2

Depr Mr. Hankla:

EUBTECT: Consolidsted Submission/Plen
On-site Menitoring

On Hovember 12 and 13, 1996, Ms. RAna L. Madrigel, Equal
Opportunity Spaciaslist, conducted en en-site Fair Housing and
Equal Opportunity munituri..‘uf review of the Consolidated

Bubmissiofi/Flan that ia emehted and administered by the City
i af Long Beach. ;

The review was conducted under the authority of Title VI of
the Civil Rights het of 1964, the Feir Housing Act of 1968, as
amended, Bection 108 and Bection 104 (b)(2) of the Housing and

g Compmunity Development Rot of 1974, as amended, and applicable HOUD

Regulations. The objective of the monitoring review wee to
LN detarmine whether the Ci

of Long Beach’s performance conforms
with applicable fair hous

g and egual mitginwimntn.
as they impsct ocpn persons mt&:’:.a by :EE Civil Rights Lews and
Exegcutlive Orders. The rev took inte escosnt the cumulative
programs” funding.

Summary

Dur monitoring concluded with no pegative findings, as such.
However, we do have two resclting conoerns relating te (1)
regquirements to complete an Bnalyels of ediments (AI) to fair
housing choice and (2) the reguirement to lemant an employment
and business effort under Section 3 of the Housing and Community
Davelepment Aot of 1968, as amendsd,

T

I. affirmatively Purtherino Falr Bousing

The Fair Housing Act,* Section 104(b)(2) of the Housing
= and Communlty Development Aot of 1974, as amended, and 24
CER 570,60]1 reguire that the grantes mssnfi= the
responeibility of fair housing pl by condnoting an
analysis to identify impediments to r houslng choice
within its jurisdiction, teking imte actions to

overcome the affecte of any impediments identified
% : g
i-.r""'r
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through that analysis, and maintaiping records rﬂilgatﬁjﬁ;;;
the analyeis and actions-in this regarxd.: e,

The City of Long Beach contractg with the Long Beach
Fair Housing Foundation (FHF) to provide fair housing =
services to the City's residents. e :

Frem July 1, 1995 to June 30, 1996, FEF provided
pervices to 8,409 individuals and families, Based on the
stetistics shown, ont of this mmber 30% were Latino, 36%
African Emerican, 29% were Cauncesisn, 4% were
Apian/Facific Telanders, less than 1% were Emericsn

Indian, In addition, 54% of thie number were identified
g= female heads of housshold.

hosarding to records provided, in 1995/1586, the FEHF
received gwver 1000 inguiries, many of which resulted in
fair housing complaints. FHF appears to have condpeted 305
investigations. Based on the records reviewed the majority
of the complaintes filed were race based. In the City of
Long Beach there were 9% cases, out of which &40 were race
based. & review of the intake procedure, investigationsa,
evaluations and resolutions was conduckted. Additionally,
copies of actual complaints were reviewed.

Im 19595 and 19%6, records show that legal informetion
on Fair Honsing was provided at workshops conducted FHE
in the city of Long Beach for over 1500 persons. Within
the same year over 5600 pieces of informational literature
were apparently distributed in the City of Loag Beach.
Literature distribated included English, Spanish and Ehmer.
FEF conducted ten Fair Housing Workshops in the City ef
Long Beach and staffed thres Pair Housing booths et various
events. The above information was verified through
interviews, files and other documentaticn provided the
City mnd FOF staff. Based on all the documentation it was
;Pgu.r-ent that the City, through its contract agent,; FHF,

&

carried sut ectivities intented to affirmati
further fair hoosing.

hnalyeis of Impedimepts to Fair Housipo Choice [AL)

The City's AT was completed on February 6, 1996. A
copy of the City‘e AT was provided during cur monitoring

reaview. Our review of the Cit¥'s AL has resulted in the
following comments:

(1] Generally, we find that the completed-=RI does not
include many of the aress that ocught to be analyrzed
and was not conducted in 2 manner called

."-f -
R E R R Slmaing atde Shat Vesiproti et TLAsEE-/

z
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% B discuseion of the methodology used in preparing the
il

WO, B2 F.4

- Y

City at tr&iﬂing werkshope and through genaral =~
ugilipgs form HUD'e Ezaﬂqn&:tezﬂ_in Hhagzugtnu._

There appears te have bean little or no _
corroboration ﬂuringo’;ht completien of the AT with
community organizations, other housing providers, - 4
redltore, lenders, ete. as called #for in BUD's Fair = g
Housing Planning Guide. )

Other itipnu,_m!tters and local practices which the

Flanning Guide indieated for inclueion, but emitted in

the Long Beach A1, were the following:

B e

ERh
b

R Upat,

b, !

+ Certain data Bourc

86y such.as educational dats and
mapping software. - -

+ The use of accessibility standards in local

consbractiogn .

+ Policies concerning the application of site and
pelghborhond standards for local new aonstruetion

lopments, especirlly for assisted developments.

+ Policies and

practices thet connect transportation
and social i

Bervices with heusing epportunities.

. # Whether gevernment services are provided equally

through all neighberhooda.

+ Polices and practices of your piablio housing
agencies.

* ALl adult" issues, deed restrictions, insccesgibie
designs, looal acocupancy standards and practices,
lecal lending bractices, real astats eppraisal

practices, insurance undaruriting;grunt oas, BOd
segrageted housing conditlons 1o 1y.

The City's AT concluding list of impediments include
general seolel and economis blems and conditions

which do not relste te fair esing choiee; as such,
problems mot dealing with-Tace, color or other

personel characteristios coversd by fair housing laws
or not relsted to houging discricination. The

8is is fooosed outcide of the pravided fair
bouging guidance, on problems of aifordebility inctead
of problems relsted ta housing disoriminatien, direct
or indirest., Thue the astions broposed, for the most
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parkt, are not fair housing or ?.i.wzd as intended to AT
further fair housing. v

'-h_l.l
'Fre repommend -that the City of Iong Beach miui‘h "_“_‘_
gtm during the =um:i.ng months in order te imp:ﬂﬂ_
1:_15- those !I'ﬂu.t'.ll that are :wut in
kuapln with our Fair nm.m

ne Yo ez e
w ;:ﬂnl iﬂes.rﬂpr use %o, help it
ide furthet aseistafce &nd an
Fadditional ¥ uf the Fair Bousing Guide, if you desire
am:‘h. We wonld sppreciste & response to thils concern-
¥ithin 60 days of receiving this letter.

. Ecunal Benefits Dn-nuﬁ-mitinﬁ

Bection 24 CFR 570.602 of the CIBG regulations, !'J.tln
VI of the 1064 Civil Rights Reot, and Ssction 108 of the

Housing and Community Dl‘.'?'l:lﬂEh.‘-n't het of 1974; as amended,
prohibit diserimination on bagis of race, oolor,

national origin or gender in the vse of COBG funds amd
indicete appropriate affirmative sotiopn to be undertaken in

order teo ensure that the progrem or activity is open to all
without regaxzd to race, color; or nationel origin.

among the C0BG funded projects is one that provides
regidents with various self-help programs to inmgrowvae their
homes. After mesting certain incoms guidelines and onoce
epproved,; homeowners can pacticipate in the weriouns
progrems, The Hose Improvement Rebate Program (HIRF) and
the Homeowner-occupant Rehabilitatien Losn Program together
provided 765 loans to Long Beach residents. Dut af this
'I'Iu'l.l.ﬂhElI, BY9% were m].hnrit!,r regidents and 43% were Ffamale
heads of houosehold.

Interviews concerning the City’'s Behabilitation
Frogram were conducted with varicue City representatives,
end & review of several files and decunents was conducted
in order to wverify information on the way t‘.h.a program
operates and regarding bepeficisries.

hn interview was also condusted with the peraan
oversesing the Graffiti Frevention Mural Pr
Boeording to the representative, an average of 25 to 50
residents, between the agea of 14 and 75 years old, attend
annually. Well known local artists wolunteer t&m:-‘: time
and skills to teach residents-participating in the program.
For thae 1935,/19%6 fiscal year, %1 Census tracts were
included. Records showad that 32 oot of the 41 Cencos=
tracts involved in the program hed over 588 mincrity
regidents [an average of B0% on the pajerity of thess
censue tracts). The other nine were below 50%, including £
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census tract with 04 minority residents. Eight murals 'lﬂ';ﬂ.';
completed and 587,557 was epent for ,‘Eis::al FEEE 1595_.{1_“_5_";-;.‘
Some of these sites were visited in order to verify the
informetion as reported.

Besed on the information, .iw:nr::].s and interviews
provided, it seems that the City of Long Beach is doing

well in terms.of providing equal benefits opportunities in
tha above mentioned programs. *

Eection 3 Program

According £o 24 CFR Part 135 of the federal
regulations for Bection 3 of ‘the Bonsing and Urban
Development Bot of 1960, as emended, whenever EOD fimanaisl
asslstance is provided at §200,000 or mere for honsing or
community development construction projects, to the
greatest extent feasible, economic rtunities will be
given to low-income residents and businesses in those aress
where the construetion takes place.

While on=site, interviews were ocondected with the
various city employees involved in Bectian 3, including the
person responsible for overseeing the program. Apparently, -
a mechaniem to collect the data was not in plece.

Howevaer, the City Representative wae in the process of
develeping a mechanism. Based on the records reviewed,
the proper City Staff has been trained or attended the

1835 workehop eessions provided by this office, Depords
el=c show that in gualified Section 3 City contracts, all
necessary language is included. Section 3 is also properly
addressed apparently during the bidding process.

Furthermore, prior to the monitoring review, thera was
& written exchange of information between the City
and this office. The sxchange was in refersnos Eo a
specific Seckion 3 qualified construction projest carrently
being devaloped in the City. Dufing this oxchange, it was
clearly steted thet all necessary measures are being £aken
in order to ensure that Section 3 resuirements are met., On
Decesher 2, 1996, this exchange was followed up with a
telephone conversetion in which, agailn, complisnce with
Section 3 requlations was assured.

ht the time of the mnnitﬁ'&?.ng, the Section 3 Report
for fiscal year 1955/1996; had not been submitted hy the
City. Thus, we recommend that this report be sent to this
aff 2% soon ag possible in orpder to eleEr our concern in
referenoe to Ssctien 3. Enclosed find the Sestien 3
"Tachrical Assistance Team Report®, which I promised to
make availsble to City doring eur December 2, 1996,

w
-
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Aoccording te 24 CFR 85,36, recipients have an e

. obligation to take reasonable actions to maximize "

kRt L epportunities Eor minority and women contracter
participation in the CDBE program.

Based on the City‘s Contract and Sub-ocontract Rotivity.
Report, minority business ounere received 28% of the total
ey iIPFEEHiEI.tilj" §3,209,780) program monies spent durding iy
A ifmzel year 1995/1956. Women owned bosiness [WBE] o z
participation was 15% (approximately $500,000) of the total
" amount spent for same fipcel year. Tuo of the WBE owners
were interviewed Eurizﬂ the monitoring and cne of the sites
was visited. puring the interviews both women gave detail
accounts of their partinizstinm in the WBE program.- Thesa
detaile appeared to coincide with the recorded information.

An interview was alco congdocted with a City
Bepresentetive currently oversesing the City ‘s Business
Development Center. Thelir most stccessful program,
eccording to the City Representative, is their annual

. Minority-Owned and Women-Owned Business Development
Conferenos.

Baged on the above information, it ig apparent that

the City is curzently mecting their MBE/WEE reguiremente a&s
ek stated on the regulations.

V. BHection 504 Hequ}utiuns

Gection 504 of the Rehabilitation Ret of 1973, as
amended, states in pextinent part that "no otherwise
gqualified individual with handiceps in the United:
States...shall, solely by reason of his/her handicap, be
excluded from the participatien in, be denied the benefits
of, or be subjected to discrimination wnder any program or
activity receiving federal financial assistance.®

_ The City of Long Beach used an outeide consultant to
conduct thelr sssessment and transitional plan. The
transitional plen wes completed on Septemher 1, 1995. &
copy of the assessment and plan were avallable and reviewsd

¥ during the monitering. NMnong the City’'s first projects
were the Fuhlil: library and the Counslil Chambers. R list
of their improvements schedule, showed thit selt of about 30
proposed projects, about 50% have been completed. Based on

these records, it rs that the Clty cospleted their
assessment and transitional plan as reguired by the
by 0 €
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Chapear & Preparng for Sk Howsing Flanning

metropolitan arex-wide howing assstance, marketing, mformation, eounithing,
and refermal cemier

L Dimmndhmuﬂuﬂmmnﬂpmmhym:ﬂlpummgudﬂﬂ
nfrma,n:i-:r,r:ligi:nu::;,dhiﬂliy,fhﬂmm,u natvanal arigm 1o congider
all hemsing oplbons.

Metrowide/regional FHP inclodes an anabyais that identifies both Seate and Entitlement jurisdisfianal
and regiosal impeadiments io faic bousing chaics snd the sppropriate actions (o remave them,

A key aspect of metrowide/rogional FHP is the creation of a centralised and comsalidated applicant
databiase for all assisted bousing progrems aperating i the metrapalRanregions] ares which can be
ectro'regionally adinsiistered

Establish Workable Procedures
Statz and Entntlement jurisdictioess should kave weekshls procedures ihad

L Apzomstmodate diverse views and intsressy

L Provide for mpat from persans who have caly a limitsd fime to mest.
geliberate, review written malerials. and any other necessary Ranetions

L Provide for convenient, accessible meetmg places and tmmes

L M&hwmmﬁaimmhhmmhﬂﬂmm:
ean mat be peslved

Build Relationships and Communication

The Al strocture should provide for effedive, angaing relationships with alf dements of the
comsmumity with clear and continsous exchange of concerns, ideas, analyeis, and evalustion of
reauilts. bnvabvement by the ol execulive i pecossary whether the State ar Entitlement jerisdiciion
= conducting the Al an ity ewn or is participating with other jurisdietions i a metrowide'regional
AL

This lickage with the chief executive is Enportant because it is the chasl executive that has the
ultimass respansibilzty for the Sisis or Entithkemetst jurisdiction's FHP. Tisis afficial shoald Cnsure,
Buomgh focus proups, = advisory commissian, town meetings, ar other effective mieans, that regular
conind and working arranpemnents are cresied aad maintrined with:

-7 bawr Hocang Planmng Guids
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Chaplar 2 Brapasing fer Fak Housing Flanning

Fair Howsing Crponizaricns

Fair housiing organizatiees, mehodng baman relations commissans asd valuntary,

Oy Governmenis

Oher grremments i the metopolites anca of regie (even if the jemsdicion 1s nel
participating in mefropolites or regianwide FHF)

Advasacy (Froups

Advocacy prouge and cepanizations that have smong their concerns the needs
{inciding hoesing niwds) of particelar pagments of tbe population, such as psapie
with disabilities; familiss with childres; immigrants and homeless persons, and
specific racial or ethaic groups (Blacks, Hispanics, Native Amesicans, Asian
American=s, Alaskan Milives)

Housirg Providers

Housitg provider representatives, i pariulsr thess who are aware of, and can
speak ta, the probless of providing moderate- and low-cost bousmg = the
commmnity; and representatives of landlords/\owserd

Bamks and Quier Fimancial Inersriang

Banles and other financial insticotions that can provide leans (eeluding residestial)
and oiher ficancial seppert [0 impeove Bames oc aress of ihe commemity where
livimp conditioes have dolenorse

Edwearional festiurigrs
Edusaticeal institutions and their representatives, iscleding the sdministrators and

teachers/professors who cin emist b conduding stodies and developing
educatiomal ectivities fir delivery in farmal and informal settings

Chier Crganizarans

Other orgacizatioes and individusls, such a8 oeighborhood crganizations and
representatives, thel cim provide mfoematian, adsas, or suppert in identifying
inpedimens o fair housing chence st the neighborhood or ather peographic level
acd in developing #nd imsplementing actions te address these problems

Far Hourng PR G i 213
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LEGAL AID FOUNDATION OF LOS ANGELES

- ATTORMNEYS AT Law Sania Fioaia Oillee
Iié#m L 10 Pine Avenue, Saite 420 1 6l Pt Sareet, Susie 15
Lk Angelies. CA 90174314 Long Beach, Califarnia 908024411 T oo L YN 3
{217 64013381 Telephone: {562 435-3501 e
Fax: (562} 435-T114 Susath Cratral Offcs
B & Dmusinay
5120 E Winisie Boslevant Loa Angeies, TA 001114
Low Al 4 L3013 o e e

Wi (HElcH
LI02 Cresribas Bailesard
Lom Ampclex, CA 33003111
{11F] 11| -7 5N

Wirfiar's Danect Cisl Mumibsr (113} 640-307
Wiriai's Emall Address: shrownafiiafs. org

September 15, 2003

Communily Development Advisory Commassion
City of Long Beach

RE: COMMENTS RE: AUGUST 003 REVISIONS TO THE CITY OF LONG
BEACH'S 2001 ANALYSIS OF IMPEDIMENTS TO FAIR HOUSING
CHOICE

Drear Commissionces:

The Legal Aid Foundation of Los Angeles and Mental Health Advocacy Services,
I, filed a complaint with HUD on March 7, 2002 challenging the sufficiency of the
City of Long Beach's 2001 Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing (AL On February
7. 2003, HUD issued a decision letter instructing the City to make a number of revisions
to its Al based upon our complaint. While Legal Aid apprecuates the City”s efforts to
revise its 2001 Al to bring it info compliance with HUD s decizion, the City’s Al is still
deficient in a number of ways. Pursuant to HUD s decision ketler, the City should make
the following revigions te the Al

In ite February 7, 2003 decision letter, HUD clearly stated thatl the citizen
participation requirements of the Consolidated Plam apply fo the AL HUD's decision -
ketter provides, “since the Al is considered to be o component of the Consolidated Plan,
the citizen participation requirement for the Consolidated Flan also applics (24 CFR
5T0.431). Therefore, jurisdictions are expected 1o fallow the eitizen participation
requirements for its Al and are expected to develop an Al that addresses the concemns of
the entire community,” {See Feb. 7, 2003 HUD letter, p.2).

[Dhegpite this clear mandate from HUD, the City's AT contimues 1o provide that the
citizen participation requirements of the Consolidated Plan do not apply to the Al
process, The Al at page 11, provides:



As a component of the Consolidated Plan, citizen participation is a
required clement of the Analveis of Impediments study, However, in that
many jurisdictions complete the Al study separaie and apart from the
Consolidated Plan, HUD does nof expect junsdictions fo follow the same
strict citizen participation requirements with the Al study.

This statement willfully misrepresents HUDY's mandate. The City must revise its
Al to ascurately reflect HUD's mandate that the citizen participation requirements of the
Consolidated Plan apply to the AL Tt is particularly disturbing that the City has left this
misrepresentation in the Al despite such clear direction from HUD.

The citizen participation requirements of the Consolidated Plan process (24 CFR
01} provide, in shorl, that o jurisdiction must; (1} consult with public and private
agencies; (1) adopl & citizen paricipation plan; (3) encourage citizen participation; (4)
provide citizens & comment peniod of at least 30 davs; (5) accept comments orally and in
wiriting; and (6) consider commenis i prepunng a fnal drafi,

Because the City has alleged that ot does not have 1o comply with these citizen
participation requirenents, it 15 safe o assume that the City has, in fact, not done ss, Ata
minimum, it is clear that the City has failed to consult with public and private agencies,
acdopt o citizen participation plan and encourage citizen parficipation. The only cutreach
the City engaged in with this latest drafi of the Al was to mail copies of the Al to
community based organizations, whose names were provided by Legal Aid. The City
terok no efforts to explain what the Al s or to gather meaningful input from these
community based organizations.

1. Lead Based Paint

In gur complaint fo HUD regarding the City"s 20001 AL we alleged that the City's Al
was deficient because it failed to provide a sufficient analysis of lead based paint. Legal
Aid is plessed that the City included more information regarding lead in this latest draft
of the Al We are also pleased that the City now recognizes lead based paint as an
impediment to fair housing. In prior Als, the City continuously alleged that lead based
paint was not an impediment to fair housing, despite evidence to the contrary and
objections from Legal Aid.

Unfortunately, however, the Al still falls short in its analysis of lead because it fils do
gt forth how the City infends to overcome the effects of lead based paint since it 15 an
impediment to fair honsing. In its February 7, 2003 decision letter, HUD instructed the
City that “an acceptable AT normally contains definitive goals, strategies, ime frames,
and actions coupled with definitive dates to accomplish the task designed to address,
reduce and/or eliminate the impediments identified.” {See HUD Feb. 7, 2003 letter, p. 3).
The City's Al does not set forth any definitive goals, strategies, time frames or actions to
overcome the effects of lead based paint. The comments submitted by Kathleen Over,
Legal Aid's lead outreach worker, provide suggested goals and strategies to overcome the



effects of lead based paint. The Al's Summary of Impediments and Accomplishments,
moreover, fails io include a discussson lead based paint (See Al p. 106-115). The AL
st Be revised 1o inchude thes information.

M.  Prohibitien ¢f Social Services on Ansheim Street

HUD mstructed the City, in its February 7, 2003 decision letter 1o review and analyze
the Anaheim Streed Moratorium s an impediment to furr housing (See HUD Feb. 7, 2003
bebler, p.3). The Anaheim Strecs Moratorum (Ordinance Re. C-T751) prohibited social
gervices, along with gun smd aleobol sabes, on a signaficant porticn of Anaheim Street
the City of Long Beach, The Moratorium had fair housing implications because the
looation of seoial services impacts where low-income persons, and persans of calor, live
Since the tme of our complaint, the Moratoriom has been replaced with a pesmancet
goming change o Axaleim Streef. This permanen? zonmg change gimilarly prohibits
sacin] service agencics with frod and only allows social Lervice agencies withowt food
with an sdminkstrative use permit. The City"s latest drafl of the AT shoubd inclads an
analysis of the effects of the permanent zoning change on Anaheim Strees,
Unfortunately, the City has Faled e include such an analysis in the Al, despate HLIID s
instractions to do so. The Al must be revised to include this mformation.

V.  The Motnx is Incomgrlets

In its February 7, 2002 decision letter, HUT instructed the City Lo complete te
Summary of Analysis of Impediments and Accomplisheeents Matrix {See HUD Feb, 7,
2003 lettes, p. 4). The Matrix is n critical component of fair kousing planning,
jurisdictions use the Matrix to commit b specific 2ctions and time frames (o overcome
the effects of identified impediments. HUD explained in its Febmary 7, 2003 decision
ketter that, “on acceptable Al pormally contains definitive goals, strategies, time franes,
and actions coupled with definitive dates to sccomplish the task designed to address,
redisee and'or eliminate the impediments identified.” (Soc HUD Feb. 7, 2003 ketter, p, 3}
Unfortunately, however, the Cily’s Malrix i vague and incomplete (See Al atp. 106-
[15}). The Matrix also iilustrates that the City has failed to allocaie money (o remesly
many of the impediments identified. The City must complete the Matrix and allocate
funids 1o overcome the effects of impediments to fair housing in the City,

W he Al 008 Tk ; v pe lepms delieatied in HLT:

Om February 24, 1997, HUD sent & letier to the City explainmmg 18 had foand a numsber
of deficiencies witl the City's 19% Al HUD made recommendations regarding bow
thase deficiencies should be remedied, The Cily mformed HUD ihat it would address
these deficiencies in fature updates of the Al Unfortunately, however, many of these
saime deflciencies remain m the currend drafl of the AL [n its February 7, 20003 decision
berter, HUD instruscted the City g0 “provade us with a status repont on the
recommendations delineated in our [February 24, 1997] letter,” (See HTUD Feb. 7, 2003
letter, p. 4). Despile this direction from HUD, the City's AT still fuls 1o address many of



those deficiencics. In particolar, the Al fails to discuss: the policies and practices that
connest transporision and social services with honsing opporiunities, whether
government services are provided equally thronghout all neighborhoods, and the policies
and practices of local public housing agencies. Although the City has added a brief
section To the Al regarding the Housing Authority of the Cily of Long Beach and the
Housing Authority of the County of LA (See Al at p. 99-100), the discussion is
meaningless, as it fails 10 make any conclusions as to whether the policies and practices
of cither of these public housing agencies constitutes an impedinent to fair housing. The
Al must be revised o include a meaningful analvsis of the policies and practices of these
howsing authomties,

Thank vou for constderabion of our comments, Should voun wish to contact me, [ can
be reached at (213) 640-3897.

fi
Staff Attomey

CC: Eula Williams
Jerry Mlliller
Melanie Fallon
Diennig Thys
B Wills
Barbara Shull
[hom Smith
Anita McoCarty
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Ociobar 7, 2003

Susanne Browne
Staff Atbormey

Legal Aid Foundation of Los Angeles
110 Pine &venua, suile 420
Long Beach, California 30B02-4421

A,

SUBJECT: August 2003 Revisions lo the City of Long Beach 2001 Analysis of

Impediments (&) to Fair Housing Ghoscs

Diear Ms. Browne:

The City of Long Beach has received your letter of September 15, 2003 in regasds o
the recenl revision of the 2001 Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Chaoice.
Although the United States Department of Housing and Urban Development accaphsd
the Al i a latler dated July 10, 2003, the City is making an effart to work in partnership
with Legal Ald. We appreciate the ability to respond and provide clarity 10 these issues.

Citizen Participation Requirements of the Consolidated Plan Apply to the Al

Process.

The City of Long Beach, working in conjunction with the Falr Housing Foundaticn
{FHF) and the Institute for Urban Research and Development {IURD), who were
awarded the conlract 1o create the 2001 Al, sggressively conducted outreach for
public participation. Motices In local newspapers, including Spanish and Khmer,
mailing fiyers throughout the community, posting the Al on the City's website and
including a draft copy of the Al at the Main Library and the Neighborhood
Resource Center were some of the efforts that the City of Long Beach made in
an eamest effort io reach the public. Al your request, we also mailed copies of
the draft Al to 23 agencies for their comment, The City had a period of over thirty
days for public comment. Al the testimony from the September 17" Public
Hearing will be incleded in the Al In addition, the City is including all written
responses received at the Public Hearing as well as the City's responsas.

ikt (57) 6738841 - Eooeomi Deswloprhent [567] 570-3922 + Hoshing Seieces (56 711 5348
fizeaing Authory [SE BTOS347 « Hpightarhond Sardces (3057 S70-E0EE « Properly Services (Rah 57 G80F
Rusbiradopamsal (B ST0AAG & FA (BEE S7E-EHE & TEDD (BT 5722211



Lead Based Paint

The City has revised the Al to include an analysis af lead based paint as an
impediment to fair housing choice. Based on the lead based paint analysis now
included in the Al, we have concluded that the effects of lead-based paint is not
an impediment to fair housing choice because of membership in 8 protected
class. The City of Long Beach recognizes thal due to the age of our housing
stock throughout the City, lead based paint s an issue that affects all
househelds. The dala provided shows that lead based paint is prasant
threughout the City.

The City has programs to reduce the prevalence of lead present In homes. Al
City funded rehabilitation programs must practice “Lead — Safe” measures and
be tested for lead bafore the project is complated. The Depariment of Health and
Human Services is implamenlting a Lead Based Palnt Removal Program in low-
incoma nelghborhoods, especially those with young children,

Prohibition of Secial Services on Anaheim Street

The City of Long Beach has identified the issue of zoning limitations for nonprofit
sarvica providers and the Communily Dewelopment Advisory Commission,
{CDAC), has written a latter to the Planning Commission 1o highlight zoning
issues and requesting that they take “the appropriate actions necessary fo
address these potential barriers to fair housing choice,”

The Matrix is Incomplete

The City of Long Beach hasz compleled the Summary of Analysis of Impediments
and Accomplishments Matrix which s included in the revised Al The City of Long
Beach has submitted this Matrix to HUD and it has been found acceptable, The
City has identified a plan and an action o reduce andfor eliminate impedimants
identified] and has contracted with Fair Housing Foundation to achieve those
goals, The Matrix also includes additional funding to cover spacified actions.




E. The Al does not include an Analysis of the ltems Delineated in HUD s 1937
Letter to the Cily.

In the letter dated February 24, 1987 from the United States Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD), there were no negative findings. HUD
did make several recommendations. The City, working with Fair Housing
Foundation and IURD, carefully reviewed the HUD recommendations. In fact,
the City chose to underiake a new Al, rather than just update it, as was required.
Further, City staff and stafl fram the Fair Housing Foundation met with Br.
Dennls Rockway, of your staff, 1o discuss the issuaes identified in the HUD letter.
The information from that meeting, very sary n tha Al development process,
helpad ta frame the document,

The current Al inciudes an extensive list of specific concerns, issues, and
practices that may serve as impedimants to fair housing choice in the City of
Long Beach, along with specific actions to overcome the effacts of exisling
impediments to fair housing choice in Long Baach.

The City of Long Beach believes that the Al is a Tiving” document. We are willing to
amend the Al o make it a complete documant. The City of Long Beach has created a
comprehensive documant that we believe accurately identifies impediments fo fair
housing choice in Long Beach. The City of Long Beach will conlinue working and
revising the Al as changes arise to document the barders to fair housing that must be
overcome, We are proud of our parinership wilth the Falr Housing Foundation of Long
Beach 1o acdress the housing diseriminaticn issues, We are confident that our work in
furthering fair housing choica through multiingual education and outreach.

Sincarely,

—E:{a;]b-;
BJ vwitls

Development Projact Managear
Heighborhood Services Bureau



LONG BEACH AREA COALITION FOR THE HOMELESS
PO, Box 92365
Long Beach, Califormia 90809-23635
President: Arlene Mercer, (562) 398-3003

September 17, 2003

City of Long Beach

Community Development Advisory Commission
City Hall - Council Chambers

333 West Ocean Boulevard

Long Beach, Califomia 90802

Re: City of Long Beach Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice dated August
003

Dredr Commissioners:

First, the Long Beach Area Coahition for the Homeless adds a strong second to the
Proposed Actions regarding Zoning on pages 88 through 92 of the Augost 2003 Analysis
of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice, as follows

1} Social Serviee Office (without food distribution). “The use classification of
Social Service (ffice (without food distnbution) and the use classification Professional
Services should be identical,” so that such social service offices would no longer be
required to apply for 8 Condittonal Use Permit.

This change shoubd revisit the recently rezoned Anabeim Corridor, which is within
walking distance, and on & bus line as well, from the Multi-Service Center serving
the homeless population at 13001 W, Twelfth Street, Long Beach.

2) Emergency Shelter. “The Zomng Code should be amended 1o include a
definition of emergency shelier and be incorporated as a wse classificaiion and treated
gimilar 1o other use classifications with symilar charactenstics,” and “defined 5o as 10 be
consistent with HUD s definition that ncludes the idea that emergency shelter provides
overmight shelter and fulfills residents” basic needs (i.¢,, food, clothimg, medical care},
either on-site or through ofT-site services.”™

Please Note: Included in vour definition of this use classification is a seven-day time
limit. We believe residence in Emergency Shelters needs to be permitted for periods
longer than seven davs, particularly for formerly bomeless individuals aml families
wha need longer thin a week to access the services necessary and to abtain
cmployment and/or ireatment required for them to obiain either transitional or
permanent housing.



September 17, 2003
Long Beach Area Coalition for the Homeless 1o
Community Development Advisory Commission Page 2

1} Transitional Housing, “The Zoning Code should be amended to include a
definttion of transitional housing and be incorporated as a use classification and treated
identically to sumilar single-family residential and multi-family residential uses,

The addition to this use classification of Single-Room-Oceupancy dwellings,
particularly in light of the scarcity of housing in Long Beach for very low income
people. Homeless people need accessible low-rent places to live when they leave
Emergency or Transitional Housing.

The Long Beach Area Coalition for the Homeless strongly believes that the
zoning changes you recomimend, as noted above, will provide greatly needed
improvement to the access of homeless individuals and familics to services and fair
housing chowces. These choices  are nod vet available in sufficient quantity in the City of
Long Beach, due largely to the impediments you have noted in the current zoning
ordinances. Zoning changes 1o allow many more Emergency Shelier beds, Transitional
Housing facilities, Single-Room Occupancy housing, and Social Service Offices
throughout the City are essential 1o alleviating the lack of access to housing of this
portion of our City’s citizens, many of whom are employed in low-wage jobs

Your attention is directed to the large portion {5,845, which is 1,27 percent) of the
total Long Beach population of 461,522 (per 2000 Census) that is homeless, It is vital
that you recognize the ways in which the condition of homelessness amplifics the effects
of all of the categories of impediments and protected classes covered in vour Analysis.
We again ask you to give serious consideration to the essential benefit this 1.27 percent
of the Long Beach population would receive from the changes in zoning you recommend
and from additional housing affordable by those earnimg minimum wage,

In addition, there is the further fact that the representation in this popatlation of
various racial/ethme groups differs significantly from the racialiethmic composition of the
iofal Long Beach population. The following are the percentages by race amang the 5,845
homeless individuals in Long Beach counted on March 13, 2003 for the City by The
Institute for Urban Research and Development (IURD)--and funded by CDBG monies—
comvpared with the general population aceording to 2000 Census PErCEntaFeEs gven on
the City’s website as nearly as we could compare the different racial/ethnic terms used by
e two sources of information:



September 17, 2003
Long Beach Area Coalition for the Homeless 1o

Commumity Developmem Advisory Commission Page 3
Homeless 2108 Censes Todals
African American 35, T% T4 &7%
Caucasmn Amencanhite 2049 45 16%
Hispanic AmencanTating  15.9% 35T
Asun Amencan 3205 12 05%
Amencan/Alaskan ndian 2.5% 0.54%
HawaiianTacific 1slander [.21%
Orher 3.3% 10%

Other HUD-identified protected classes are also present among the hemeless popalation,
e.4., seniors, disabled (mentally and physically), and single female heads of houscholds

We miss from your August 2003 Analysis the specific steps you would take to
implement your recommendations and a timeling for accomplishing these. We expect
action on and accomplishment of your recommendations within the next year at the
lanest.

Respecttully,
LONG BEACH AREA COALITION FOR THE HOMELESS
(ieme. Meveen o

Ardene Mercer
President

¢ Dennis Thys = Neighborhood Services Bureau Manager
B J Wills - Development Project Manager
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| Detaber 8, 2003

Ms. Arlene Morcer

Presidant

Long Beach Arsa Coalition for the Homelass
P.0O. Box 92365

Long Beach, California S0809-2365

Dear Ms, Menoer:

I wish o thank you for your paricipation and atendance at the September 17, 2003 Public
Hearing on the Analysis of Impediments to Falr Housing Choles, (A}, The City of Long Beach
greally appreciates your views and conslders them when proposing to improve the quality of [ife
for all residents,

Your comments regarding zoning Impediments identified in the Al covered in the Land Use and
Zoning Seclien under the Soclal Sendee Office Issue, The Communify Development Advisory
Commisgion has written & letter to the Planning Commission o highlight zoning issues and
requesling that they take “the appropriate actions necessary to address these potential barriers
I Tair housing chosce

Your atlendance and comments are always appreciated, Your commenis will be considerad as
Iry 1o strengthen the Al in fulure revisions,

Sincerely,

B lvilis
Development Project Manager
Neighborhood Services Bureau

Ajriakgiryamn (HE ST0-0847 « Foorome Oeveiopment. (722 T790-3520 » Howeng Sarsces |26 STO-534T
Howtrg sapharty (BT T-LAT - Msigaborhocs Tenscan (333] U008 « Fropesty Sersioes. (25T S00HE8T
Rirsbessdnorens $57] ETO-0AS & FAO0OEAT) STO-ERH S & TEDD OG0 5723-3811
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Mental Health Nalaaa M o i
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September 17, 203

Commumity Development Commission
333 W Opzan Blvd,
Lonp Bench, CA S0202

Re: Amendmenis 1o ke City's “Analysis of Impedimenis to Fair Housing”
Dear Commissioners:

Enclosed is o reply o your request thal | restate comments made 3t Wednesday's hearing on
amendments jo the ciiy"s “Analyais of lmpediments io Fair Housng.”

1 brought &0 vour attention a significant impediment ool mentioned in the draft document: the
difficulby in saling social service programs for people with mental illness i the Caty of Long
Heach, Support services must be available in neighborhoods of people with disabilities are 1o
live independently.  The cnitical relationship between suppon services ond housing
opportunitses for people wit disabilities is established in legislation (ADA Title i), legal
opirien (Olmsiead v. LOC, 527005, 581 (1999}, the “Olmstead decision”) ard Presidential
Esecutive Drder (“Community-bassd Alternatives for Individiuals with Disabilities™)

While the draft docemsent identifies program siting issues in the zoning code, the documen
Fails b identify issises nelated 1o funding and Jocal politicol processes. {Funding and political
isaues fall under the purvey of the “A. 1", HUD requinss the docunwent nddress “all™
impediments 1o fair housaegl,

Mental health fonding is, by-and-large, administered tlsrough the County Department of
Wental Heulth. The Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors requires the approval of

service sites by the locnl supervisar, The local supervisos, i tar, requires o sign of by the
Incal gity council member. The local city council members require, in-lurn, conversstions
with, and suppon from, neighborheod associations. Approval conversalions can take months
making lense or purchase negatiations difficull or impossible. Also, it has been pur

experience Lt the neighborbood associations invariably take the position thal new meotsl —
healkth programs would best be placed in some ather nelghborhosd. This mudti-leve] and
lengthy process effectively prohibits the stiaing of new mental health service programs.

Five times, in the past three years, the Mental Health Asociation in Los Angeles County
{MHA) has been unable 10 use appropriniely zoned sites within the city boundaries either
because of failure o receive political approval or potential sellers/landlords have refused Lo
wait For the lengthy process o play sul. All of hese propossd sites were 10 be used for

—
NIHA Prosrams: Aduaiaey & Uniged Way Agench a
MHA Village Imegraed Servioe Agency Trenivg sl Conssliglion Praject Retwsm: The Mot Siep
Aniope Villey Servico Hurman Sorvices ACidoms Clifferd Boms Hoesisg Corparation

Hamzlem: Apistance Programs Fublic Infermation arnd Asimee Fanned Lifeine Asngancs Sework



support services for people with mental iliness. MHA has not been able to open any new
community-based programs since the County began to enforce its sign-oft policy in 2000,

We have the following recommendations:

s The Commission should become familiar with, and the report should reference, the
Olmstead Decision.

»  Within a year, the Community Development Commission should hold a hearing,
inviting County and City political office holders, disability service agencies, and
neighborhood associations in order to publicly identify the social service program
siting issues as fair housing issues. and 10 explore how the siting of support service
programs might be expedited.

Sincerely yours,

lff/-‘y“‘ff-»_‘;":"fiﬁ-‘f—'-.

Charles Belknap
Director of Housing
Wlental Health Association
in Los Angeles Counly
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Dclober 7, 2003

hr, Charles Balknap

Chrector ol Housing

Menlal Healln Assocation in Los Angeles County
Post Office Box 21052

Leag Beach, Califarmia 90204

Cazar Mr, Belknag:

| wish to thank you for your parlicipation and altendance a1 the September 17, 2003 Public
Hesaring on the Analyss of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice.  The City of Long Beach
greatly appreciates your views and considers them when proposing 1o improve the quality of life
for all residents.

Your agency is to be commended for ils Rabors to provide independant housing options to
mnlaity il persons, The streagles of the Mental Health Assocation in Loas Angeles County to
locate and obisin mew site locations to provide services ane undouBiedly btoubling and
frusirating. We thank you Tor alerling us o this dilemma regarding the Los Angelas County ssgn-

aff palicy.

Thank you again for all your hard work, The City of Long Beach apprecistes and commends
your participation in iImproving the fves of its msidents. We appraciate your commenls and wil
consider your comments as we conlings o work and improve the Al

Sincaraly,

Dievedopmend Project Manager
Meighbadhend Services Buread

Afrmeitphon |FEY] A0 - Eamvets Dewsbprrar (B00] 0755000 - Hoeong Serscs (205 57 L0
Hicagirgy digihoriey (R85 EFE-E547 « Haghisorhood Senvican (31T 27E-834 < Froparty Serdom (28] 573050
Mipsyesicorend (S I00-ARIS & FAS (BET] BOT42%) & TEDD (2831 57031



MEMORANDUM

Tk LOMG BEACH COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT ADVISURY COMMITTEE (L1240

FROM: EATHLEEN OVERR

SUBJECT: RE LOGG BEACH CITY ARNALYSES OF IMPEDIMERTS & LEAD-BASED PAINT HASARDS
DATE: 9,/18 /2005

0 SLEANNME HRCRUNE, DENMIS R MIEEWOAY, MELAMIE FALLON, GERRY MIIIEY ELFLA
WILLIAME-HUD:, BARBARA SHULL, [H2A SMITTH

Thank you for the opportunity to submit the following comments.

I read ruu.l:miaud.ﬂ aind 1 aeas :-'l.l.rpl:in:d. tor find that we ate fow in AgToCimenl absoit the issue of
lead-based puint hayards as an impediment to bousing choice. 1 commend you foe dodeg the
addiional analysis of the data. There is stll a grear deal of wotk o eiminate this impediment. We
st move from treating bead possoning with o medical model, to wsing o housing mmprovement
mndel; improved code enforcement.

In my past commenis T wrate of the overwhelmang stassccs confirmang that when housing eodes ass
ot enforced, allowing for detesiorated paint and ather hazards, childeen are ar greater nsk and often
poisoned. Chiddren in low-income and communities of color are most at nsk of poisoning and of
losing their housing, Cities aceoss the countey can attest 1o the fact that when they enforce housing
codes through systematic and complaini-based inspections, potoning rates deop, When enforcement
is nat enough, prosecetion B necessary. We can no Jonger shicld Bavdlonds feom labidivy, We must
send a message that essential muntenance of property 15 the bow and 5 in the best intevest of the
ovmer, the propesty and the fenants, Currently the ones paying the greatest poce are the ciuldren
who are poonad and the ressdents who lose ophons o affordable housing that 15 safe o lve in.
Families should not have to choose between a mof over their heads and poisaning their chikdren.

Cre exacnple that shows the coroelation of age of housing and risk of poisoning &2 by tking age of
housng deta combened with health de showing blood Jead tese results and kooking in anca with
Ereat Fni'l:n'ln] for gk 1 losoked at Q0806 and HOE13, Twuj'.i.p codes bt have recond |:|.I:|'.‘_;|:| numbers
aof ].'u;um'rl:d children. Resalts showed that m censos racts 5730 o 5?'5115 there wasz o moge oof le=med
lewels from 20 micrograms per deciliter of blood (ug,/dL) to 64 up/dl. These children are lead
poisoned according to current environmental health policy. Centers for Disease Control currenty
recommends eedical intervention &t a level of 10 ug/dl, and is considering kowering it to 5 ug/dL.
Atalevel of 5 ug/dL a child's cognitive development @ sevesely altered and each incoemenial
increase of lead s equal to a loss of one 10} pomt The age moge of the bousarg stock associated with
thoss levels was 19491979, Just by making the wmits in 908G and W0&13 lead-safe, eliminating the
hazards [cust, chipping paint], requinng bead-safe work practices on all repairs and remodeling and



e, eraentid] frminlenanee pﬂﬂinu by ol oemers end managers, would keep wmm-brﬁr
6340 mpis an the mardkes

While the Al sckmﬁeﬂgﬂ thar lead basards pre an impedimeent to bousing choce, they do not by
o & phan for addeessing thse plen. There are creatve and effective ways o address the problem of
lenal profsvning, 3 fes of them menticaed in this memao, and the AT should meorporate them
Additicnal ways would be o fors eode enforcement effoes on ceners whose propermies have a
recoad of multple violatons ds well s lesd-taged paing vealations, and cn all pre- 1978 unas
beginming in sdentfied high-nisk aseas, Eamimg stste and liscal loows allow bath Budding end Healih
departments to cite bead pant violations, befote a clild B poisoned. Equally Enpoetant would be o
create 3 work group made ap of bealth and howiag sdvocans and ciry healils end code enforcement
staff to design an implementation plan for Sensie Bl 460, the lead low dost went into effect this gear.
This approach, wed cipeade, woukl bive o sigiefican effer in keepiog waits affcedable, and safe
and healthy places for childem ie e

[ hwrmwi.l.l coriides iy comuments and 1 look forward o your responses.

Sincerely,

Kathlee |- e
Legal Add Foundation of Los Angeles
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Octabier &, 203

Ms. Fasihdeen Oeerr

Communty Haallh Prosresders

Lagal Al Foundation of Los Angpelas
110 Fing Avanuee. Swie 420

| Long Beach, Calfomin S0B02-4421

SUBJECT:  2(¥1 Analysls of Impadimenis 1o Falr Hoising Choice foe the ity of Long Beach

Dear bs, Oyverr:

This leller (s in responss & your wiillen cormmants submitied at the September 17, 2003 Commuindy
Dewsloprenl Adwzary Commissicn's Publs Hearing on tha 2001 Analyels of Impadiments (A1) lo Falr Howssing
Chuolca for the City of Long Beach,

The City has revized fhe 8 lo include on snalyels of lead bosed painl. Based on lhe lead based paint
stalishics, he City has concluded thal the affects of lead-based paint (s not an impadiment 1o 188 housing

| chokce becausa of membership in & prolecled chss, The City of Long Baach recognizes thet dus 1o the age of

our howsng stock throughoul tho Gy, kead bazed paind = an issue thal alfecls o bousohoids.  Thie data
pevicled shows thad Inad basad paint is presant throughouwt the City.

The City has programs o reducs the prevalenco of ad presant in homes. All rehabilitation programs must
praclice "Lead — Safe” measues and be lested Tor lead bafore the project is completed, The Department of
Health and Humen Services b implesmening a Lead Based Painl Removal Program In low-incoms
neighborhoads, espacslly those with younn childnen,

The City |8 warking bo smprove Be maintenance ol ocur aEng housng siock by providing rahebilizion funds. Al
units receiving Cily rohablitaban funds must be fested for ead Based pant, The Community Devalopman
Degarbment is working with the Department of Hessh Gnd Hueman Sarvices 1o provide @ Lead Based Painl
Removal Program lo removelconirol all lead-based paird hazands, temgeting specfic census tmcts, including
ihe two zip codes menfionad in your memorandam. We ano {ageting 400 units of housing 1o b= freated by
Soptamber 30, 2004.This pragram has already transformed 108 units of pre-1940 construcied, afiordable
family-oocupied wils wo “ead-safe” sislus, We heve provided Assistanco to 100 households with 45
Househnids having young children in the home.

The Cily of Long Besch appreciales and commends. your ofiort o mmprove the lives of the cilizens of Long
Beach.

Snoently,
B.J. Wilis
Development Progect Mansger
Mesghborhood Sorvices Bureau

Alrwepbiin |W0T] EPLEE3Y - roepew Divplyreee® (BLI] TR0 - maning Sasvapy (T A M rdad
i iop Agmoniy B ET6414 1 - Reghioiried frvaes 200 2TDE00 + Fropary Deocan Rl TG sdE
Asdeasimmrent {501 ETT0 16 @ Al (BT AMuid S & TEDD mETs ST 1a4Y
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PHONE {215 481-16:1
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Seplember 18, 201
Via Facsimile and First Class hnil
B.J. Wilkis
City of Long Beach
444 West Ocean Bivd., Surte 1700
L|:I|'|E Beach, Califomta 90807

Tumothy B. Hamond, Chair

Communily Developmsmnt Advisory Commission
180 E. Owzan Blvd., Suite. 202

Long Beacl, Califomia 90802

Tamasha Ross-Kambon, Yice Chair

Community Devebopment Advizsory Commission
2240 Aflantic Avenue

Long Beach, California 20806

Re: Draft Analvsis of I i b i vt Chiad

Dear Mr. Willis and Commissioners Hammond and Ress-Kambon:

This betier mepwosializes Menial Health Advocacy Services' (MHAS s) siatensems
e at the Sepieober 17, 2005 Community Developrsent Advisory Cosmmission pablic
hearing on the City’s Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (Al Becausa
MILAS hins already detailed in writing its corcern with prior drafis of the Ci's AL thes
letier will only reiterate those comments made ot the September 17" public hearing ' We
wold appreciate your ensuring that a copy of this letter is provided to all otler
Commissioners.

ity stafl and 1ts consultants have invested substantial time in drafting amd
amending Long Beach™s Al and the Commission has also spent much time in reviewing
the docurment and considering the concems of e commumity, While i1 5 ¢lear that the
City wishes 1o move forward with CDAC s approval of the Al as promptly as possible, 1
is nedther o late poe too burdensome to make &n impoctant sdediion oo the City's fair
hovsing plan, Section V, and the sccompanying mateis wideh identifies heaa the City wall
address land nse and zoning impediments 10 fair housing chedce.

' Bee MHAS keter ol Sepl. 18, 2001, Appendiv B a 164, MHAS letier ol Mov, 15,2001, .'..;pendl:-:Eul
175 ol joint ATHAS wnd LAFLA lemer of March 7, 2002



R Willis

Timothy B, Hammand
Tamasha Ross-Kambon
Sepiember 18, 2003
Page 2

Comnsistent with the Depariment of Housing and Urban Development's
recommendation, the City has identfed land use and zoning regulations and procedures
az an impediment 1o the development and siting of housing for individuals with
disabilities.” Howewver, the drafi Al has only towched upon the more obvious problems
related 1o siting restictions in residential zones for cerain types of “special group
residents” with analvsis limited o “senior housing™ and “handicapped housing.” The
draft Al fails o include, Tor example, an analysis of how the Code impacts licensed
residential care facilities and other congrepate living arramgements for individuals with
mental disabilitics. This section of the Al also does not consider how current definitions
and use classifications in the code impede the development and siting of housing for
individuals with dizabilities. These are just two examples of imporiant areas that have
nol been considered in the impediments analvsis. This incomplete analysis of
impediments to fair howsing choice for individuals with disahilitics means that the
approach to climinating barriers to developing and siting critically needed housing in the

City is inadequate,

To remedy this section of the Al we urge the City 1o strengthen it= fair housing
planning efforts by including the following additional strategy within the land use and
FOCTE Wi s

the City will review its zoning code 10 identify impediments to fair housing for
individuals with disabilities, make recommendations to overcome identified
impediments for compliance with federal and state fair housing laws and develop
a plan for implementing the recommendations.

This strategy provides the City with an opportunity to address fair housing compliance in
# comprehensive manner and move forward in amending or revising its Code where
neceasary.! Mot only is this recommendation in keeping with the City's obligation 1o
affirmatively further fair housing, but additionally, it would likely satisfy the state
Housing Element requircment that all jurisdictions identify land use and soning barriers
to special needs housing and eliminate thase barriers.”

At the public hearing, a number of Commission members expressed concern upon
leaming of the difficulties that mental health providers have in siting critically needed
housing programs within the City. The inclusion of a comprehensive review of the City's

* Fair Husing Panning Gukde (U5, Department of Housing and Urban Development, Office of FHEQ)
Val [, at 2-31, 4-5 {puhlic sector AT subject aneash.

? The City of Los Angeles has just completed a review of its zoning code and fand use pu'a.n:;:i-.'tg frait & Bl
housing perspective and planning staff is now considering recommendations set fosth n that study. The
srudy can be accsssed &t www. lacitvarg, within the houasimg depariment section.

"Cal. Gov't Code 65583, —
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Timothy B, Hammond
Tamasha Boss-Kambon
Seplember 1K, 2003
Page 3

zoning code as an Al strategy provides an effective method of sddressing regulatory and
?DTII'H'N] barriers to the development and siting of housing for individuals with
IEAMntees.

MHAS appreciates your consideration of these comments and we are available to
responed lo any questions you may have after reviewing this letter.

Sincerely,

Eim Savage
Senior Attorney
KS:ire

¢c: Eula Williams, HUD Los Angeles Office
Dennis Thys, City of Long Beach



CITY OF LONG BEACH

DEFARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOFMENT

- AXD WEST OCEAN BOULEVARD &  LOMO BEACH, CALIFORMS, BE0T

September 15, 2003

City of Long Beach

Planning Commission

Department of Planning and Building
333 West Ocean Boubavard

Long Beach, Califomia 90802

Dear Commissionars;

The U.S. Depariment of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) reguires all local
entilernant |urisdictions receiving grant funding through Community Planning and
Development (CPD) programs (o engage in fair housing planning and certify that it will
taka “achons o alfirmatively further falr housing.”  Included in these programs ara
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG); Home Investment Parnesship (HOME),
and Emargancy Shelter Grant (ESG).

As a result, HUD reguires all jurisdictions that receive CPD funds to complete an
“Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housimg Cholca (Al)"  Entitlemeant jursdictions,
Including the City of Long Beach are required to conduct an analysis to determine the
impediments to fair housing choice for its housing and community development
programs and activiies. HUD defines “impediments to fair housing choice” as “any
actions, omissions, of decigions made on the basis of race, color, religlon, sex,
handicap (disability), familial status or national origin that restricts housing choice or tha
availability of housing cholces of people in these protected casses”™. |n addition lo the
HUD protected classes, the state of California expands protecied coverage to include
marital status, ancestry, sexual crentation or arbitrary characteristics, such as age or
sources of income.

The Analysis o Impediments (Al) addresses the City of Long Beach land use and
zoning policies. The Community Development Advisory Commission (CDAC) would like
to raise two zoning issues that were identified that may directly or indirectly be
considered as impediments to fair housing, “Senior Cifizen Housing™ zoning code
distinguishes Senior Cilizan Housing from Single-Family Residential and Multi-Family_
Residential uses by the application of a conditional use permit.  This distinction can be
perceivad as discriminatory when senior housing is subjected to Special Use Parmit
raquiraments when nol equally imposed on other similar single-family residential or
multi-family residential uses. Senior housing is also not permitted or conditionaily
permitied in commercial zoning disiricts in which multi-family housing is permitted, The
Analysis of Impediments suggests that Senior Ciizen Housing be defined and listed
under appropriate zoning classification so that i is freated identically to standard Single-
Family Residential and Mult-Family Residential.

Adeer mibvatios. |SE2] STO-AE41 » Booroave: Diraboprma [S62) §70-3800 » Hounisg Safetie {362) 700540
Himjsng Authortyy (BT §T0-06347 - Meightorhosd Saraces (55 STI-00GE - Projery Ganvess (067 ET0 SHA
Fisdesadaprras [B60) GjBEE a FAY (RIS SP0E298 « TEDD mazsro3an
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The other issue identified “Social Service Office (without food distribution)” zoning code
requires non-profit organizations to apply for a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for offices
for business fransactions and service provision while other type of organizations {for-
profit organizations) are nol so reguired. This may result in all persons (including
protected classes of persons, and the non-profit agencies that serve them) could be
subjected to disparate treatment and Institutional bias. The Analysis of Impediments
suggests that use classification of Soclal Service Office (without food distribution) and
the use classification Professional Services should be treated identically.

In conclusion, the Community Development Advisory Commission requests that you
consider the Analysis of Impediment's identified zoning & land use policies of the City,
and request that you take the appropriate actions necessary o address thesa potential
barriars o fair housing cholce.

Your consideration of this issue is greally appreciated.,

Sincerely,

Community Drmrehpnmnt Advisory Commission

ct:  Community Development Advisory Commission Members
Fady Malar, Acting Director of Planning and Bullding
Melania Fallon, Director of Community Development



COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT ADVISORY COMMISSION PUBLIC HEARING
September 17, 2003

SUSANNE BROWNE

Hello, my name is Susanne Browne, and | am a Housing Attorney at the Legal Aid
Foundation of Los Angeles. I'm handing out three documents to you. The first one is a
copy of comments | drafted from Legal Aid; the second is comments from Kathleen
Overr, who is our lead outreach worker, and she specifically addresses the issue of
lead; the third is HUD’s February 7, 2003, decision letter about our complaints on the
2001 Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing (Al). As was mentioned earlier, Legal
Aid and Mental Health Advocacy Services filed a complaint in March of 2002
challenging the sufficiency of the city’s Al. In February 2003, HUD issued a decision
letter telling the city that it needed to make a number of revisions based on our
complaint. Legal Aid appreciates all the work that the city has done to revise the Al and
the great work of the Fair Housing Foundation, but we’re here today to point out to you
that there are still a number of deficiencies with the Al and that a number of the
directives from HUD have not been satisfied in the latest draft of the Al. The first
problem with the Al is that it incorrectly states that the citizen participation requirements
of the Consolidated Plan do not apply to the Al. HUD’s decision letter of February 2003
clearly states that the citizen participation requirements of the Con Plan apply to the Al.
The city’s Al still, nonetheless, says the exact opposite. This statement in the Al must
be changed. Because the city has alleged that the citizen participation requirements of
the Al do not apply, I'm sorry, of the Con Plan do not apply to the Al, it is safe to
assume that the city hasn't followed those requirements like it was supposed to. In
short, the Consolidated Plan’s citizen participation requirements require that the city
consult with public and private agencies, adopt a citizen participation plan, encourage
citizen participation, provide citizens a comment period of at least 30 days, accept
comments orally and in writing, and consider comments in preparing the final draft. Itis
clear that at a minimum the city has not complied with three of these requirements in the
draft of the Al. It has not consulted with public and private agencies; it has not adopted
a citizen participation plan, and it has not encouraged citizen participation. The only
outreach that was done was that the Al was mailed to a number of community based
organizations whose names | provided the city with. The city didn’t send them a letter
saying what the Al was, what it should be in, or how they could get meaningful input on
the Al; and, in fact, many of those agencies who received copies of the Al, who might
be here to testify, called me to find out what the Al was about and how they could
become a part of it because the city did not make that clear in just sending the
document to them. The second deficiency with the Al revolves around the issue of lead
based paint. In our complaint to HUD we alleged that the Al was deficient because the
city did not acknowledge that lead based paint was an impediment to fair housing. We
are extremely pleased that the city has changed its mind in eh latest draft and it now
says that lead based paint is an impediment to fair housing. Unfortunately, the analysis
of lead is meaningless because it does not go on to say how the city is going to address
the impediment. A key aspect of an Al is that it has to set forth specific actions with
time frames as to how impediments are going to be addressed, and that discussion is
absent from lead. It acknowledges lead as an impediment; it says things that it has
done in the past; it talks nothing of future actions. The analysis needs to be amended to
include that discussion. Third, the Al is deficient because it fails to address the



COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT ADVISORY COMMISSION PUBLIC HEARING
September 17, 2003

prohibition of social services on Anaheim Street in the City of Long Beach. There was
an Anaheim Street Moratorium that was in existence at the time our complaint was filed.
The city failed to provide an analysis of that. HUD instructed it to do so. This
Moratorium prevented social services on Anaheim Street in the City of Long Beach.
That Moratorium has now been replaced with a permanent zoning change. That
permanent zoning change similarly prohibits social services with food outright, and
social services without food are only allowed with an administrative use permit. The
city’s Al now needs to provide an analysis of the permanent zoning change. Instead of
doing that city has said since the Moratorium is gone they don’t have to provide an
analysis. | believe that willfully misrepresents what HUD has directed the city to do.
Fourth, the matrix for impediments to fair housing is incomplete. HUD ordered the city
to produce a matrix, which is a very key point of an Al; it sets forth each action the city is
going to take to overcome the impediments, timelines, and money allocated for those.
The city did put a matrix its most recent draft of the Al, but parts of it are empty, it is
vague, it is incomplete, and many of the actions do not have monies allocated towards
them, that needs to be rectified. Finally, the Al is insufficient in that HUD has instructed
the city to make a number of revisions to it that it has not made. In February of 1997,
HUD sent a letter to the city telling it that there were problems with its 1996 Al. The city
wrote a letter back saying that they would fix that it their 2001 Al. They didn’t fix it in
their 2001 Al, and those problems still remain in the latest draft of the Al. In particular,
the city needs to address the policies and practices that connect transportation and
social services with housing opportunities -- Whether government services are provided
equally throughout all neighborhoods and the policies and practices of local housing
agencies. Although the city has included a brief section on local public housing
agencies, the problem is that the analysis is meaningless. It gives a brief overview of
the City of Long Beach Housing Authority and the County of LA Housing Authority, but it
doesn’t talk about what other policies and practices constitute an impediment to fair
housing. It doesn’t look at what other housing materials are translated into multiple
languages, whether they have sufficient staff to assist limited English persons, whether
they have a proportionate number of African-Americans on Section 8 as compared to
the city at large. And this is the key of an Al. You don'’t just give a general description
or talk about a problem, but you have to say whether it constitutes an impediment to fair
housing; and, if so, how you are going to address that.
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LAURA SANCHEZ

Good morning. I'm a representative of the Long Beach Area Coalition for the
Homeless. And | realize you are dealing with fair housing practices; homeless people
by definition don’'t have housing. | want to call your attention to the fact that a large
portion — 5,845 — a little more than 1-% of the Long Beach population is homeless. And
among the homeless people are people in the protective classes that are being dealt
with in the Analysis of Impediments — there are people who are old; there are people
who are disabled (physically and emotionally — mentally); there are single heads of
households -- single female heads of household constitute 80% of the homeless
families. And there are racial differences from the city population among the population
of homeless people. | passed out a letter that all this is included in, and | compared it
with the 2000 census figures that | got from the demographics web site for Long Beach.
I’'m not sure, the way | read the figures, put the White Caucasian population at 45
percent of the Long Beach population. The figure you have used in the Al was 33
percent. | found that was difficult to figure out in the way the census figures are, but any
way there is a great majority of African American people who are homeless — 45.7
percent of the homeless population is black or African American, while only 14.9
percent of the city population. And, as in other areas that were spoken of in the
presentation, Asian Americans and other categories—Native Americans and others, are
much underrepresented in the homeless population. There is another one of the
classes that is involved here — that is source of income. The source of income of
homeless people is sometimes from general relief, sometimes from very low income
wages. Many of our homeless are working, and they don’t earn enough money to be
able to afford housing — and that gets into the affordable housing thing, which is not the
point of the Analysis of Impediments. | urge you to consider this part of Long Beach’s
population along with the rest of the population you are involved with.

Now, | want to say something -- that | am very pleased with in the Analysis of
Impediments and the Homeless Coalition advocacy, the people who worked on this —
that you have recommended changes to the zoning ordinances in Long Beach to allow
social services in all areas of the city — social services without food — without requiring, |
guess it is an administrative use permit, | called it a conditional use permit, I've got my
terminology off — but hopefully that will go forward as well as zoning changes to all
emergency shelter and to allow transitional housing. We recommend that single room
occupancy dwellings also be allowed as that would provide low rent housing, which is
much needed. Many of our homeless people need services in order to be able to
become employable and have a steady income. But when they get out of the services,
they need places they can afford in order to be able to live; otherwise, they get their
help for problems they have — get training to be able to be employed and still have such
low income they can’t afford a place to live. But we really are pleased with the zoning
changes you recommended, and we too miss the specific actions that are to be taken
and the timeline for getting them accomplished. We’d like to hold you to keeping after, |
think it would be City Council, to make the zoning changes as soon as possible — within
the next year. Thank you.
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JAMES BROWN

Hi,. my name is James Brown. | represent the Community Action Network here in the
City of Long Beach, which is a network of the homeless and formally homeless, and we
advocate for the rights and need of the homeless as well as the formally homeless. The
first thing | would like to say is that | support the comments that were made from the two
previous speakers, Susanne Browne from Legal Aid as well as the Homeless Coalition.
But to that we would also like to add that — first, myself | read that thing and it's not that
complicated, yet there were some things that | could not quite figure out. As in the
results, in terms of discrimination and segregation, they define them as no evidence
inconclusive pending in found violations. Without somebody to tell me the criteria that
was used in determining what is inclusive and what is not that leaves a lot of ground in
there between the eight with no evidence and the two that were found with violations —
that leaves ten — that I'm not sure what was actually done or said or in fact what was the
problem, so | don’'t know where they would stand. The other thing | would like to say is
that in terms of discrimination | read the Al, and what it says about segregation is simply
that trends can be found or seen or something like that. We'd like to ask that in terms of
segregation and discrimination that the wording be made a lot stronger — it does not say
that anybody must do anything. From what I've seen in terms of the number of Blacks
and Hispanics reporting that they think they are discriminated against and from the
report that | read, it seems one thing is evident to me that we know we are being
discriminated against, and other people know we are being discriminated against. |
think the time now is not to get wound up in reports as to determine the fine points of
why there are people being discriminated against in terms of housing, but as to action |
think I'd be asking today is that this group look strongly in terms of action and not so
much to reports because we know it's out there and we’d like to see something done
about it — preferably in our lifetime or before my kids need to buy a house or need an
apartment. Thank you.
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KIM SAVAGE

Good morning. My name is Kim Savage. I'm an attorney with Mental Health Advocacy
Services, which is a public interest law office in Los Angeles. We represent individuals
with mental and developmental disabilities. Early on, | submitted comments regarding
the draft Al, and thee have been significant changes — a lot of time and effort put into it |
am going to speak specifically to the analysis regarding land use and zoning
impediments, but | want to first make a couple of broad and general comments
regarding the Al. Contrary to what you have heard this morning, the Al is a fair housing
planning document; it is not just a document; it is a road map; you can look in your
Analysis of Impediments at page 153 and see that HUD has written a letter to the city; it
has written a number of letters to the city, but it cites the statute, which clearly indicates
that this is a document in which you identify impediments to fair housing for members of
protected classes and you develop a road map and you have record keeping. So, this
is a very important document. It is not really an esoteric document. If you step back, it
is very simple. Housing is a basic need of everybody in this city, and the city has a
statutory obligation to affirmatively further housing, and this document is a road map to
do it, which is why many advocates in this room are paying so much attention to it. Itis
a way for us to commit the city to do certain things. And in the area of land use and
zoning, where | specialize -- | have to say, initially, I'm very happy that the city has
actually identified this as an impediment and something important to look at because
despite HUD’s advice to all jurisdictions that they do this, many jurisdictions, in fact,
don’t do that. But there is a significant amount of work that still needs to be done. Yes,
there is an identification of certain impediments regarding senior housing and
handicapped housing, which by the way, is a very obsolete term that really has no
meaning at all considering that we now have accessibility guidelines. But there is a
whole lot of work that is still left to be done. For individuals with disabilities, particularly
individuals with mental disabilities, there is a need to discuss the siting of licensed
residential care facilities and a great variety of other congregate living arrangements. —
the code is very restrictive. I'm not going to take your time and go into all the detalils,
but what | recommend is that the city strengthen its matrix in this area and recommend
a full analysis of the city’s zoning code and that there be recommendations for
amendments and revisions all for the purpose of making sure that the City of Long
Beach complies with the Fair Housing Act. Thank you.
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CHARLES BELKNAP

My name is Charles Belknap; I'm the housing director for the Mental Health Association.
Thank you for allowing me to speak. I'm here to identify a significant impediment to fair
housing that’'s not listed in the draft. Mental Health Association in the past three years
has made at least five unsuccessful attempts to open sites for support services for
people with mental illnesses. These sites are necessary for people with disability or
mental illness to live successfully independently in their own apartments. Without
support services there can be no fair housing for such disabled people. This is not just
something that we hold as our personal opinion, but has also been recognized in court
with the Olmstead ruling, and | think the Olmstead ruling should be referred to in your
document -- also, George Bush'’s Executive Order on community based alternatives for
individuals with disabilities -- it lays this out very clearly, and so does Title 1l of ADA.
The problem for us is not really a problem of zoning as much as it is a problem of the
way in which funding is done for mental illness. Almost all funding for mental illness
comes from the state to the county and is distributed to the county. The county
supervisors require that if we are going to open a new piece of real estate for lease or
purchase they need to have a sign off of that site from the local county supervisor. The
local county supervisor will not sign off on that site unless the local City Council person
signs off on it. The local City Council person, not wanting to take the rap for having
people with mental illnesses go into the neighborhood, says you have to talk to the
neighborhood association. We've lost $10-20-30-40,000 doing this, making these
attempts, buying options on land, buying options on leases — buying land and having to
resell it. This is a major obstacle, and it needs to be mentioned in this document.
Thank you.
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JOSH BUTLER

Good morning. My name is Josh Butler and I'm from the Disabled Resources Center
here in Long Beach. After review of the City of Long Beach’s Analysis of Impediments
to Fair Housing Choice, the Disabled Resources Center has some concerns in the area
of persons with disabilities. The Disabled Resources Center is an independent living
center which works to empower people with disabilities to live independently in the
community, to make their own decisions about their lives, and to advocate on their own
behalf. To that end, our primary concern is that affordable and accessible housing are
made available to persons with disabilities. And one of those areas that can address
that is the area of audits conducted by the Fair Housing Foundation. In the area of
random audits, it has come to our attention that in between 1996 and 2000 only three
audits, or 1.4 percent, were conducted involving issues of discrimination towards
persons with disabilities; however, according to page 48 of the Al, 113 persons, or 13.3
percent, with either physical or mental disability contacted the Fair Housing Foundation
with a housing concern based on discrimination issues. Page 43 of the Al reflects 59,
or 9.1 percent, of those that contacted the Fair Housing Foundation regarding a
discrimination issue had cases open for investigation. Disabled Resources Center
recommends that this gap be closed so that the amount of random audits that are
conducted better reflects the number of complaints and cases open regarding issues of
discrimination towards persons with disabilities. Disabled Resources Center does
agree with FHF, and | quote, “that conducting good random sampling, at least 10” would
be a remedy to this problem. So, 10 annual audits in the area of discrimination towards
people with mental and physical disabilities would be a positive step towards increasing
housing opportunities for people with disabilities. With the lack of affordable and
accessible housing in the City of Long Beach, reducing the level of discrimination is
imperative. Many times when people pass those first two barriers — affordability and
accessibility — they have to deal with a discriminatory landlord. We must increase our
audits to ensure that people with disabilities are not being rejected from places they
can rent, because those places are few and far between. Thank you very much.

JOHN MALVEAU

John Malveau, Central Area Association. I'd like to thank the city and Fair Housing
Foundation for a comprehensive and very excellent report. Additionally, we’'d like to
thank the Legal Aid Foundation and Mental Health Advocacy Services for
complementary work to that report. These two organizations are not adversaries, but
contributing to the well being of our city. And we urge that their revisions be adopted.
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